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PUBLISHER’S NOTE 


Sri Raghavendra Ashrama is deeply indebted to 
Dr. B. N. К. Sharma, the renowned Dvaita Vedanta 
Scholar, for entrusting to them the Publication of the 
First Volume of his English rendering of Sriman Nyaya- 
sudha of Sri Jayatirthamuni comprising the first five 
adhikaranas, the most important introductory part of 
the great work. Written in his characteristically lively 
and lucid English, the work marks a great step forward 
in transmitting the rich philosophical content of 
Nyayasudha in a nutshell for the benefit of all seekers 
of truth. 

Dr. Sharma’s massive contribution to the propa- 
gation of Dvaita Vedanta in India and abroad in the 
academical circles to meet modern needs has brought 
him international recognition, besides the warm 
admiration of our intelligentsia. 

We hope Dr. Sharma will soon complete the 
second volume comprising the remaining Adhyayas 
of the monumental work. 


56/10, 8th Main B. N. VASUDEVA RAO 
17th Cross, Malleswaram President 
Bangalore-560 055 Sri Raghavendra Ashrama 


AUTHOR’S PREFATORY REMARKS 


In venturing to place before the world of scholars 
and laymen, interested in the study of the classics of 
Dvaita School of Vedanta of Sri Madhvacarya, this 
First English Version of the first five Adhikaranas of 
the famous Nyáyasudhàá of Sri Jayatirtha, the second 
of the Munitraya of the Siddhanta, І am discharging a 
religious duty and an academic responsibility laid by 
the Асагуа himself on all thinking persons, in his 
forthright commentary on Iga. Up. 9, which, rightly 
understood, is the sine qua non of all advancement of 
thought in any field. 


Eminent saintly scholars of the past have expressed 
their inability to do justice to Jayatirtha’s magnum 
opus, the Муйуаѕийһа. My equipment in that direction 
is nothing compared to their massive intellect and 
powers of exposition; or even of those of many living 
traditional custodians of Madhva Siddhanta. 


All the same, it is sad to contemplate that the 
seminal contributions of this virile system of Vedanta 
to the perennial problems of philosophy enshrined in 
such monumental works of the system as the Nyaya- 
sudhà, the Candrikà, the Nyayamrta and others have 
not yet been made part of world's philosophical lite- 
rature, where they deserve an honourable place. This 
can only be done by sustained and concerted effort of 
a team of scholars, making their thoughts available to 
the world at large, in a modern language of widest 


international currency, English. 
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I have toiled in this field for over half a century, 
almost alone, fighting my way against so many hurdles 
thro’ my earlier writings on the history, literature and 
philosophy of the Dvaita school and on the Brahma- 
sütras and Their Principal Commenteries of the three 
major schools. I have drawn a great deal from Jaya- 
tirtha’s Nydyasudhà and other works in my earlier 
works. This is the first work of mine focussing atten- 
tion exclusively on the Nydyasudha and its original 
tho’ limited to the first five Adhikaranas of the work— 
Which, in traditional Pandit Circles, enjoys the repu- 
tation of embodying the cream and quintessence of 
Madhva philosophy. I am confident it will be as 
widely received and appreciated as my earlier writings. 
Modern scholarship has much to learn about the 
relative strength of the Dvaita and the Advaita positions 
from Jayatirtha's N.S. and this book introduces them 
to his lucid and incisive treatment of many of them. 


We are on the threshold of the twenty-first century. 
A great future has been predicted for our country in 
so many areas. 1 earnestly hope that this modest 
English Version of a limited portion of the illustrious 
Nyáyasudhá of one of the great Thinkers and Brilliant 
Writers in Indian philosophy will pave the way for a 
powerful renaissance of Dvaita Vedanta Studies and 
Research to form part of the world's philosophical 
asset, when the day dawns on the twenty-first century. 

I am overwhelmed by my sense of gratitude to 
Sri B. N. Vasudeva Rao, Advocate, Malleswaram, 
Bangalore, the Founder of Sri Raghavendra Ashrama. 
At my very first approach to him regarding the 
publication of this work, he acceded to my proposal 
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readily and spontaneously and has now followed it up 
to its fulfilment. 

The Patron-Saint of Sri Raghavendra Ashrama 
who has himself given the world his priceless comment- 
ary on the Nyáyasudhá, as its “ Fragrance” is sure to 
be immensely pleased and gratified by this timely 
reorientation to the service of Madhva-Siddhanta 
initiated by Sri Vasudeva Rao, by sponsoring the 
publication of this English Version of the Panchadhi- 
karani of the Nyáyasudhá. 


I tender my gratefulthanks to him for this 
princely patronage of learning for the propagation of 
Madhvacarya’s eternal philosophy of India for the 
benefit of the modern world. 


“ Rangadhama "' 
111/272, Raja Street B. N. K. SHARMA 
Coimbatore- 641 001 


FOREWORD 


We are fortunate indeed that Dr. В. N. К. Sharma, 
the leading authority on the topic of Dvaita Vedanta, 
has chosen to exposit in this volume what many take 
to be the premier treatise of Dvaita thought—the 
Nydyasudhé of Sri Jayatirtha. Dr. Sharma brings to 
this task skills developed in a long and full life devoted 
to the statement and defence of the unfortunately 
much neglected Dvaita System. It should not be 
thought that Dr. Sharma is here giving us a word-for- 
word translation of Nyayasudhá ; this, though certainly 
a desideratum of scholarship, would unfortunately 
nowadays, be of interest chiefly to pundits and other 
Sanskritists and would not reach the audience for 
whom this volume is intended: philosophers and the 
many intelligent lay readers the world over, who 
require the gist and the thrust, and the “‘ grand 
design", of Jayatirtha's argumentative classic, but 
would be impatient of the intricate detail of argument 
itself. Needless to say, Dr. Sharma has acquitted 
himself admirably of the task he has here set himself: 
by somewhat reordering and abridging the Nydyasudhd, 
he has been able to convey the text’s main points 
more clearly and certainly more understandably for 
the modern reader. Suitable references to the original 
are given where appropriate and further explanatory 
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material is drawn from subsequent commentators, 
notably, Raghavendraswami, where their explanations 
are meterial to Jayatirtha’s purpose. 


This work, in sum, is all that we would expect 
from the great Dyaita Scholar, Dr. В. М. К. Sharma. 


EDWIN GEROW 

Editor-in-Chief, Journal of the American Oriental Society, 
Professor of Religion and Humanities, Reed College, 
Portland, Oregon 97202 (U.S.A.) 


MADHVACARYA’S DVAITA VEDANTA AND THE 
PLACE OF JAYATIRTHA IN ITS DEVELOPMENT 


Dvaita, Advaita and Visistadvaita are the three 
principal schools of Vedanta representing the widest 
possible points of departure of the philosophical thought 
emerging from the interpretation of the Upanisads, the 
Brahmasütras and the Bhagavadgità, which came to be 
recognised as the Prasthanatraya or the triple canon of 
Vedanta Sastra, in the middle ages. $ri Madhvacarya 
(1238-1317 AD) is the historical founder of the Dvaita 
School. He appeared on the Indian philosophical scene 
after the systems of Sankara and Ramanuja had been well 
established, The reasons which led him to propound a new 
system of Vedanta were his doctrinal differences and 
ideological dissatisfaction with contemporary schools of 
thought within and without Hinduism and particularly with 
that of $айКага which was the dominant school of the times, 

In spite of the Theistic revolt against Sankara led by 
Rámàánuja, Madhva could not see eye to eye with him on 
many points of Theistic doctrine and details, бо he felt 
called upon to give a new lead in thought to his country- 
men. 

Madhya called his system ‘Tattvavada’ (realism) 
which distinguishes it from the ' Mayavada’ of Sankara 
and his followers and its dismissal of the universe as mithya 
(unreal), The other name 'Dvaita' also used by him in his 
writings, distinguishes it from Sankara’s position that 
consciousness is the only reality and all finite reality of 
insentient matter is the outcome of a beginningless super- 
imposition upon it. Madhva's *Dvaita' is also opposed to 
the Ekatmavada or the theory of one self alone as real—as 
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he accepts a plurality of selves. Madhva has postulated 
that in the last analysis reality must be distinguished into 
two kinds, the Independent and Dependent— Svatantra 
and Paratantra. 

Svatantram Paratantram ca dvividham tattvam is yate. (TS] 
The rationale of this classification from which Madhva's 
philosophy takes its name of *Dvaita' has been ably 
expounded by Jayatirtha in his commentary on Madhva's 
Tattvasamkhyüna, The position that there is only one real is 
untenable, as our perception, reason and revelation are 
opposed to such an assumption, Hence, it is obvious that 
there are many reals, The next question which would 
naturally arise is whether all of them are independent of 
one another or dependent on one another. If all are 
equally independent, it should be open to all of us to be 
eternally happy and never be subject to suffering and be 
able to get whatever we want, That is far from what we 
find in our own experience, The other alternative that all 
reals are equally dependent, would deprive everything of 
its activity, effort, movement and initiative, For initiative 
and movement depend on the exercise of an independent 
and unfettered will. The coming together of two equally 
dependent reals by co-operative effort, as between a blind 
man and a lame one (andhapangunyaya) is barred, in so far 
as both being equally dependent cannot take the initiative 
by their own free will, unless brought together by an 
independent agency. The reals cannot all of them be 
independent either, lest there should be eternal strife and 
competition among them and resultant chaos, all-round, 
Thus, sound philosophical judgement bids us accept the 
existence of only one Independent Real and the rest of 
the reals as ex Aypothesi dependent on that One, 
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Jayatirtha has also provided us with a succinct defini- 
tion of the concept of Svatantra, in accordance with 
Madhva’s views, This definition is—The Independent 
Real is the one which is never in need of looking up to 
anything other than itself for its own being, consciousness 
and functioning, Svarūpa pravrtti pramitisu paranapeksam, 
This definition anticipates Spinoza’s (1632-67) famous defi- 
nition of *' Substance " as res completa—that which is com- 
plete in itself, is capable of existing by itself and of being 
explained entirely by itself, Madhva finds the locus classicus 
of his concept of God or the Supreme Brahman as the One 
and Only Independent Real in the words of the famous 
creation hymn of the Rg Veda (.Nasadiya Sükta) which des- 
cribes the One Supreme Being that existed in the state of 
Universal deluge (Mahapralaya), breathing windless by its own 
power (anid avatam svadhaya tad ekam) and “ап which 
there was nothing else superior or beyond (tasmad dha anyan 
na parah kificana àsa)—al| the rest lying in a state of 
suspended animation—( Tama àásit, tamasá güdkam agre), 
With the same insight, Madhva recognises the being 
referred to in the Chandog ya Up. (iii, 14.1) as Sarvam khalvi- 
dam brahma Tad jalan iti Santa upásita as the primeval Being 
breathing windless by its own power (jJala-an), already 
referred to in the Rg Veda. It may be noted in passing 
that Madhva's classification of reality into two, Svatantra 
and Paratantra is philosophically more compact and 
satisfactory than Rámánuja's a threefold classification of 
reality into Cit, Acit and Isvara, as, in the last analysis, the 
Cit and Acit (souls and matter) are, іп Rámanuja's view 
also, dependent on Brahman, 


THE PERIOD OF MADHVA 


The period of Madhva was naturally one of creative 
evolution of the system. Тһе logical aspects of his meta- 
physics were the outcome of his own cogitations based on his 
source-books, He had not only to design the pattern of his 
thought but also to work out its main outlines, His source- 
materials were massive in bulk and often diffuse in content. 
They were more or less raw materials to be sifted, sorted 
out and refined and rearranged before they could be turned 
to practical use, It was by no means an easy task, having 
regard to their apparent internal conflicts and seeming 
contradictions. They needed an expert eye, a deep philos- 
ophical insight and a keen logical penetration to evolve and 
develop a viable self-consistent system of thought out of 
them, The foundations of the systems of his predecessors in 
the field, like Sankara, Bhaskara and Ramanuja had been 
laid by precursors like Gaudapáda, Brahmanandi and 
Bodhayana, Madhva had no such Aistorical precursor to fall 
back upon. He had to be the architect of his own system, 
in its outlines and іп its architectonic details, His achieve- 
ment has, therefore, to be adjudged in this light and 
context as being more significant and remarkable. Не pre- 
ferred to follow the guidelines provided by the source-books 
rescued by him from oblivion, which were closer to the 
basic canon of the Vedanta in spirit and time, than their 
interpretations by other commentators before him, however 
eminent. There were certain great ideas behind Madhva’s 
writings, ideas of tremendous philosophical power, promise 
and potency—such as the concepts of the Svatantra- 
Tattva and Paratantra, ‘‘Visesas’’ in relation to substance 


and attributes, and of difference and its correlates, Sākşī in 
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epistemology and ''Paradhina Visesapti '* in the doctrine 
of creation of eternal verities also. With these fruitful 

! ideas, he built up а cogent and independent system of 
Theistic philosophy which represents the highest expres- 
sion of Vedantie Theism. 


THE PERIOD OF JAYATIRTHA (1365-88) 


The period of Jayatirtha was one of spectacular 
| development in the history of Руана Vedanta, It gave 
_ the much needed amplitude of utterance to Madhva's all 
- too brief enunciations of his doctrines and amplification of 
their organic details and his equally brief criticisms of the 
views of his opponents. While Madhva contents himself 
with a bare enunciation that reality is to be classified into 
Svatantra and Paratantra in thc last philosophical analysis 
(isyate), it is Jayatirtha's commentary on Madhva's TS 
which expounds the rationale of this important ontological 
classification (no doubt based on Madhya’s collateral 
statements elsewhere, on the topic). "The same is the case 
in dealing with Madhva's refutation of rival theories or 
formulating his own. For example, the sample-looking line 
Pratyaksavacca praman yam svata eva йдатазуа hi in Madhva's 
AV has been explained by Jayatirtha in seven different ways 
to take note of various views on the subject of the validity 
of Sabda-Pramana, held by thé Vaisesikas, the Carvakas 
and the Buddhists. Another text—Vailaksan yam satascapi 
svayam sadbhedavadinah directed against the Advaitic defini- 
tion of Mithyatva has been explained to dispose of twelve 
different ways in which the concept of Anirvacaniya may be 
sought to be defined by the Advaita thinkers, A third text 
Gauravam kalpane anyathü has been shown to dispose of 
Various views of the Mimámsakas and Vaiyakaranas on the 
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problem of linguistic judgements embracing Sphotavada, 
Anvitabhidhana, etc, Jayatirtha's review of Ramanuja’s 
theory of the  Abhinnanimittopadána-káranavada оѓ 
Brahman in the Prakrtyadhikarana of the Brahmasütras 
goes to the root of the matter and shows by a penetrating 
analysis of his position that Ramanuja is nol at all justified 
in resorting to such ambiguous terminology when he does 
not accept the actual transformation of Brahma-Caitanya 
and expressly admits the eternal existence of insentient 
matter (acit) in his threefold classification of reality as Cit, 
Acit and Tévara, Jayatirtha’s critique of the other shades of 
Brahmaparinamavaida such as Sacchaktiparinàma covers 
the position taken by Post-Madhva commentators like 
Srikantha and Vallabha. 


Jayatirtha’s commentary on Madhva's Sütrabhasya 
devotes meticulous attention to the exposition of all the 
organic details of building up of the body of each and 
every topic (adhikarana) of the Sütras. These details are 
left implicit by Madhva in many cases and have not been 
systematically worked out in the earlier commentaries of 
Padmanabhatirtha or  Trivikrama Pandita—while the 
commentaries on the Bhásyas of Ѕаћкага and Ramanuja by 
their commentators have made it a point to go into the 
body-politic of the adhikarana Sariras of their school in 
great detail, throughout, Jayatirtha has filled this gap 
in a very big way thereby effectively removing a vulnera- 
ble point of attack against the adequacy of Madhva's 
Sitrabhasya from a technical point of view of the question 
of its adhikarana-sariras. 


He is also a pioneer in methodology (Prakriyá) in the 
exposition of the categories and thought-measuring devices 
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of the school, His example has been followed by all the 
subsequent writers of his school, He has also surveyed the 
Prakriyás of other schools and reviewed their merits and 
demerits (see his comparison of Madhva's Svabhavajfiana~ 
vada and Brahmajfianavada in adhikarana 1). 


In drawing out the implications of Madhva’s laconic 
statements and the nuances of their wording and their far- 
reaching objectives, he has brought to bear upon them a 
wealth of supporting arguments of his own along with a 
critical evaluation of Madhva's positions in relation to 
those of other important schools in the field. His argu- 
ments command respect even if they may not compel agree- 
ment from his opponents, Не has given final form and 
finish to several basic concepts and categories of the Dvaita 
system and their definitions or embellished them further 
wherever necessary, He has gathered the scattered threads 
of the doctrinal details of Madhva's writings and coordi- 
nated them into well-knit wholes. Examples of this may 
be found in the impressive way in which he has exhibited 
how the various thought-currents in the Upanisads as 
converging on the central thesis of the Majesty of one 
Supreme Brahman as the embodiment of infinite perfec- 
tions and free from all imperfections, at the beginning of 
his commentary on the Anandamayadhikarana of the 
Brahmasütras, in his №, (Vide pp 5-6) 


The immediate disciples of Madhva who preceded 
him had only commented on a few of the works of their 
Master and had done preliminary spade work and given a 
foothold to the system in contemporary setting. But it 
required a master-mind to follow up what the great Асӣгуа 
had accomplished, Jayatirtha had the necessary energy and 
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equipment to take up this task, which had been left to him 
by Divine dispensation as it were, And he accomplished his 
chosen task with a thoroughness, distinction and resound- 
ing success by his zealous conviction, his brilliant intellect 
and dialectical mettle, not to speak of his penetrative 
insight into the beauty and architectonic unity of Madhva's 
dualistic metaphysics and his own expertise in the intri- 
cacies of textual exegesis and logical repertoire of various 
systems, Above all, his graceful style and splendid amplifi- 
cations of arguments and apt clarifications of details added 
much to the irresistible appeal of his writings even to the 
adherents of other schools of thought. He paid equal 
attention to the critical and constructive exposition of the 
Siddhanta and the assessment of rival systems. Many 
examples of this can be found in his magnum opus, the 
JNyüyasudha, as for example his survey of the seven leading 
Theories of Error in Indian Philosophy including Madhva's 
and the critique of the Nyáya-Vaisesika and Buddhist and 
Jain doctrines, the Karyatavada and thc Anvitabhidhana- 
vadas of the Mimümsakas. In the history of Dvaita 
Philosophy, he may be said to have played the combined 
role of a Vácaspati and а Citsukha in the Advaita School, 
with a thoroughness, ability and erudition rivalling theirs, 


Jayatirtha was also the pioneer of Methodology in the 
exposition of the categories and thought-measuring devices 
of his school. Ніз foot-steps have been followed by all 
subsequent thinkers and writers of the school. He has 
also developed the Prakriyas of the doctrines of his own 
school and reviewed those of other schools in order to 
weigh their merits and demerits, (Vide his discussion of 
Svabhavajnanavada Vs. Brahmajfiánavada in the first adhi» 
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karana of the NS, (See pp. 90-96) Asa result of his many- 
sided labors, the Dvaita system came to be placed on a self- 
sufficient basis in every way, in respect of its constructive 
exposition and its logical refutation of rival systems, 

He was à master of graceful and persuasive philos- 
ophical prose, rich in its vocabulary, chaste and polished 
in its expression. He had a true sense of proportion and 
restraint and avoided empty flourish and verbiage, ‘The 
lucidity and clarity of his style have contributed much to 
the prestige of the school. The Védaratnavali of Vignu- 
Чазасагуа pays a well-merited tribute to his style : 


No dhatte jadatàm па bhahgam ayate nicasthalam nehate 

Skhalityam na ca yati naiti krsatüm ksobham kvacin náficale | 

Мапат nojjhati no jahati ca padam vyartham na koküyate 

Kalyeyam jJayattithakovidavacahkallolini seuyatám || 
comparing it to the majestic flow of a river on its unim- 
peded course, Jayatirtha can be alluringly alliterative, pithy 
and sententious or cutting and caustic in his wit and humor, 
as occasions demand, He is a balanced writer, rigorous in 
his logic and scrupulously fair to his adversaries. Не takes 
due note of the departures of Madhva from the accepted 
usages of Paninian grammar, here and there, in his works 
and provides suitable explanations and sanctions in vindi- 
cation of their legitimacy, 


LIFE AND WORKS OF JAYATIRTHA 
For an exhaustive account of the life and works of 
Jayatirtha 1 invite the reader's attention to my HDSV 
Chapter XXI, (Pp. 245-258). 
He renounced the world at а very young age and 
devoted himself to the service of Madhva's Philosophy. 
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Within a short period of twenty-three years, he raised it to 
a position of complete equality of status with the Advaita 
and Visistádvaita schools in respect of its constructive 
exposition and dialectic reinforcement, by his remarkable 
industry, depth of scholarship in the various Darsanas and 
his incisive logic, Tho’ designated by the unassuming title 
of ‘‘Commentaries’’, his works are first-rate classics in 
philosophy, displaying an extreme orderliness and masterly 
elaboration of details and a smooth unchecked progress 
towards a sound philosophical consummation, As a commen- 
tator he stands supremely inimitable and belongs to the 
class of great makers of Sanskrit philosophical prose. So 
complete has been his dominance on the Post-Madhva 
period that, barring a few notable exceptions, the entire 
course of the subsequent history of Dvaita literature has 
been one of commentaries and glosses on the works of 
Jayatirtha. He has not only dominated the subsequent 
history of the school but has also eclipsed the period of the 
Pracina Tikakaras before him, on the works of Madhva. 
He traces all his erudition and powers of exposition to the 
boundless grace of Madhva, (NS Introductory verse No. 8) 

Over twenty works have been ascribed to him and all 
af them are available in print, His commentaries on the 
Da$a-Prakaramas of Madhya and his commentary on 
Madhva's Sütrabhas ya are more copious and detailed and 
analytical than the earlier ones in the field left by Padma- 
nabha Tirtha and Trivikrama Pandita and have practically 
superseded them in course of time. His commentaries are 
uniformly brilliant and exegetically perfect. Among his 
Tikas on the ten Prakaranas those on the three Khandanas 
(Mayavada, Upadhi and Mithyatva), the Tattvedyota and 
Visnutattvanirnaya are superb. Jayatirtha says at the conclus 
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on of his commentary on the Tattvodyota that Madhva's 
original work is the record of the subject matter of his 
listoric disputation, during the latter part of his life, with 
‘wo redoubtable champions of the Advaita School named 
Pundarika Puri and Padmatirtha of the Chola country. 
Jayatirtha's commentary on Madhva's VTV contains a bril- 
liant elucidation of the import of the many ‘Advaita Srutis’ 
such as Vacárambhanam Vikarah, Pare avyaye ekibhavanti and 
above all Tat team asi from the standpoint of Madhva's 
reinterpretation and an exhaustive analysis and criticism of 
the way in which they had. been interpreted in favor of a 
Monistic view, by Sankara, Jayatirtha shows how well 
Madhva has established in his work that the context, the 
wording of the passages and the analogies embodied in the 
Upanisads in support of their thesis are all in favor of the 
thesis of the metaphysical dependence of the entire world 
of matter and souls on the One Supreme Brahman and have 
no quarter to give to the theory of Jiva-Brahma-Aikya ог 
the unreality of the cosmos. 


NYAYASUDHA 


Nyayasudha is Jayatirtha's magnum opus. It is a work 
of monumental erudition in philosophy, running to 24,000 
granthas, It is almost encyclopaedic in its range. The 
views expressed in the Bhasyas of Sankara, Bhaskara, 
Ramanuja and Yádavaprakása on the Sütras and in the 
commentaries of Padmapüda, Vivaranakara, Amalananda, 
Vacaspati Misra and in the Sahksepa-Süriraka, Мапатало- 
hara, Nyayalilavatt, Kusumafijali, Prasastapada-Bhàs ya, Sri- 
harsa's Ahandana-khandanakhadya, the works of Kumiarila, 
Prabhakara, Vyomasivacarya, the Jain and Buddhist logi- 
cians have all been quoted and reviewed in appropriate 
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contexts, while commenting on the relevant contexts of 
Madhva’s AV, of which the NS isa commentary. The 
brief criticisms of Madhva are further supplemented by 
Jayatirtha, by going deeper into the texts of the rival 
schools and discussing them further. It would be no 
exaggeration to say that in the whole range of Sanskrit 
philosophical literature there is not one other work like the 
original AV or its commentary. ‘‘ Опе docs not know what 
to admire most in this work. бо remarkably perfect it is 
in every way ". The style is throughout marvellously 
sustained. The eloquence is superb and absolutely unsimu- 
lated. There is no straining after effect—as one sometimes 
finds in the Bhamati of Vacaspati, There is moderation in 
embellishment. The author shows himself to be a perfect 
master of all the Saddarganas, His equipment in the 
grammar of Panini and in its commentaries of Patanjali 
and Kayyata and in the Unadi Siitray is astounding. 


Writing in the Preface to the IV Volume of his 
History of Indian Philosophy, Dasgupta has said that ©* in 
my opinion, Jayatirtha and Vyásatirtha present the highest 
dialectical skill in Indian thought. There is a general 
belief among many that the Monism of Sankara presents 
the final phase of Indian thought, But the readers of the 
present volume who will be introduced to the philosophy 
of Jayatirtha and particularly of Vyasatirtha would realise 
the strength and uncompromising impressiveness of the 
Dualistic position" (р. vii), 


I hope this English rendering of the first five adhi- 
karanas of Jayatirtha's .Vyáyasudhà will go a long way to 
confirm the verdict of Dasgupta. 
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"NYAYASUDHA OF SRI JAYATIRTHA 
ape 
INTRODUCTORY (UPARRAMA) 
‘The adorable Anandatirtha Bhagavatpada (Sri 
"Madhvacárya—1238-1317), finding that the teachings of 
Paravidy& embodied by Badarayaoa-Vyasa in his Bratme- 
Hires to enable deserving souls still in the cycle of births 
and deaths to attain the seamen bom of their lives had 
been polluted, in course of time, by wrong and misleading 
interpretations, addressed himself to the task of restoring 
them to their pristine purity, at his behest, in his 
Аян Fyakkydna (APJ, 
ANU-VFARIHTANA 

Already the Aciirya had written his Bhüsya on the 
Sütras in which he had briefly presented the groundwork 
of his constructive interpretation of the Sütrakaüra's 
Siddhanta. His Mparacivaraga elucidates the structural 
pattern of the adhikarapas in the Sütras, He has, there- 
fore, chosen in his AF to give us a discursive exposition of 
the subject matter of his own Sütra-interpretation and the 
implicit criticisms contained in them af the wiews of 
other commentators before him, wherever necessary, In 
addition to this, he has here placed before the world a 
vigorous review of their Sütra-interpretations and their 
philosophical doctrines and postulates together with his 
own alternatives to them, (See his discussion of the 
theories of the origin of Bondage and means of release 
‘in the Advaita and Dyaita systems, ] 
The purpose of such a further elucidation of his own 
Bhasya is to bring to light fresh facts in some areas or to 
храпа some significant details or philosophical problems 
which have been but briefly touched upon in his earlier 
works or else to condense what has been expatiated upon 
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elsewhere in his earlier works and finally to review айй 
refute misinterpretatians of che Sutras by earlier commen- 
tators and let the wording, the context and the syntactic 
arrangement cf the Sütras sneak for themselves, 

The AF is thus а multi-purpose treatise on the Sutras, 
It is Sri Madhva's magnificent metrical metaphysical 
masterpiece in 1914 verses mostly in robust Anuspubhs. 
It is both exegetical and dialectical in its scope and is 
intended ta be a companion volume to his Sttrabhagya, It 
is written in a powerful, crisp and highly condensed style, 
It breathes a deep spiritual Tervor born of an authentic 
religious ancl philosophical experience, which needs no 
literary embellishment in its communication, Sri Madhva 
deals with living problems of logic, epistemology and 
ontology of the leading schools of Indian philosophy 
known and studied in his days aud presents his own 
alternative solutions of many of them with insight, 
hakiness and originality. 

Some of his philosophical views are far ahead of 
his titnes—for example, his conception of the ‘atom’ 
fparamüsu) as having its own intrinsic parts which 
however cannot be separated [rom the whole fasibhdgof 
нна у is thought-provoking. His recognition of an 
Avvükrtüküia in addition to Bhutakasa is scientifically 
more advanced than the earlier views of other achools af 
Indian thinkers on the subject.* Не has opened up fresh 


*In & footnote to his translation of Sankara’s Sitrabhagya 
(B.B.B. Series, Vol, 2, p. 3) С. Thibaut has deplored that ‘the 
Vedántins do not clearly distinguish between empty space and 
an exceedingly fine matter filling all space—which, however 
attenuated, is not yet one of the material elements and as such 
Delongs to the same category aa air, fire, water and earth'’, Had 
Thibaut read M's dAunepdtiydaa he would certainly have 
corrected his opinion and complimented him, See my ЗЎР, 


Мой. IT, p. 128. 
































“Videsas in ontology and Parddhinavigesipti in under- 
anding the concept of creation (Sri. of the eternal 
These meric the closest attention at the 
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The next luminary in the firmament of Dvaita 
philosophy is Sri Jayatirtha (1365-88), He co-ordinated 
е philosophical categories and concepts of the Master's 
thought and gave them final shape and form and 
"standardized their exposition and presentation with his 
mazing erudition couched in the most graceful and 
persuasive style and a subtle sense of humor, No wonder 
he was so powerfully attracted by the intrinsic grandeur of 
the Master's masterpiece that he chose to devote the best 
_ part of his mature learning and expository brilliance to its 
elucidation which has earned for him immortal fame in 
— the history of his school, Among living classics of Indian 
philosophy, Sri Madhva's AF and Sri Jayatirtha’s uid 
hold a premicr position, 

Though there were some earlier commentaries on the 
_ AP, Srl Jayatirtha’s work surpasses them all in its all-round 
completeness of detail and range of survey and is acknowl- 
gedly the most learned, brilliant and thoroughgoing 
exposition of the original, To this day, it stands aa the 
sone and only masterly exposition of the masterly work of 
master-mind in Indian philosophy. Its prestige and 
‘commanding influence is attested by the fact that many 
famous Pithddhipatis of the school whe сате after him 
dike Vadirajaswami, Vidyadhisatirtha, Kambalu Rama- 
andratirtha and RKaghavendraswümi and several erudite 

* 
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Grhastha«Pandits like Yadupatyicirya and Ecsavacarya 
have written theit own glosses upon it which are being 
widely read ta this day. 

Sri Jayatirtha revels unsatiated and insatiable in 
imbibing and passing an tous the inexhaustible sweetness, 
beauty, profundity and suggestiveness of the philosophical 
thought of the original, His handsome poetic tribute to 
it: 

et 2 : 
Sate arene ea | 
agement раа Яа: I 


compares his own role as a commentator to the irrespres- 
sible activity ofa thirsty bee which hovers reund the 
petals ofa blooming lotus, to suck the sweetness af its 
honey, bic by bit, to which it is irresigtibly drawn, 
coming back to it again and again to discover and Laste 
new and newer shades of its favour, ‘This can be seen 
from the inimitable way in which Sri Jayatirtha has shown 
the resilience of thought and wording of the AF to admit 
of a surprisingly large number and variety of meanings 
and interpretations emerging spontaneously from the all 
taa brief utterances af the Master, The Л is a voluminous 
treatise in 24,000 granthas aud covers the entire AF, ‘The 
way in which Jayatirtha sees so vividly through the nooks 
and corners of Madhva's mind is often amazing. 

In. the following pages I shall try to render into 
English the &rsc five Adkikaranas of the work, These five 
Adikaranas are regarded as laying the foundations of 
dasra and of the Samanyaya Adhydya (spemumadps). 
The first adhikarana known as Jijfasddhikarana, is 
deemed to be an epitome of the entire work in Pandit 
circles and deals with many important problems af 
Madhva's phitesaphy and religion. It shows the epigratm- 
matic lines of the AF to the beat advantage by giving 
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“several cogent interpretations of the same lines or phrases 
of the text. Even the reat scholars af the past have 
‘expressed their inability to da justice co the depth of 
thought and profundity of ideas of this great work, | 


аакыт], CAL ETERA | 


ят weed {ш аятен эй qp а, чап |” 
‘Rigkavendranedmd : А Раға 
May the veterans of yore, therefore, pardon my 
temerity in venturing ta capture a few glimpses of its 
profound chonghts through the medium of a modern 
ji anguage like English, far the benefit of these whose 
knowledge of Sanskrit is insufficient to read, understand 
“and appreciate the original, А liberal rather (han a 
- literal rendering has been adopted as best suited for this 
 purpose,—inrliding abridgement of the textual matter 
where deemed advisable, 


PROLEGOMENA-—S§ASTROPODGHATA 
Convergence (52manvaya) of all Мейли "Texts on One 

Supreme, All-Perfect and Absolutely Flawless Being. 

N.S. hj. 12: “All Vedantic texts proclaim with one 
Voice the majesty of One Supreme Brahman as the оге 
house of numberless auspicious attributes, free from all 
‘imperfections. ОТ these (i) some represent Brahman as 
| endowed with such auspicious postive attributes as оті 

icience, lordzhip of ereatures, control of beings from within 
and other excellences, {ii} others describe It. negatively 
is being free from all auch imperfections and hJemishes, 
is sin and sulfering, and liability to material embodiment, 
lii) yet others speak of it as а Being which is beyond 
Ihe reach of our minds and speech, in arder to bring home 
о us its comparative inaccessibility, (iv) many others 
lepictit as Me only One thal exisir—so as to make it clear 
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to us that man must seek it to Je exclusion af all elie, 
(м) afew more proclaim it as the Self of all Загана 
an that It may be realised as conferring on all others their 
essence of being, knowability by themselves or by others, 
and their powers of functioning, 


“Thus do Seripturea depict Brahman in different 
ways and from a variety of angles—all converging on 
the one mighty purpose and purport ба ага of 
expounding the transcendental and immanent Majesty of 
God in Himself, in tie (Fives )-dtmans and in the material wartd, 
But confused minds without an authentic tradition 
to go by, miss this central unity af Mahstitparya of the 
Vedic and Vedintic teaching, amidst the picturesque 
multiplicity of their insights, vision and approach, as set 
forth above and end up with mutilating the underlying 
unity of their message and reacing their own artificial 
distinctions of standpoints of ‘higher’ and ' lower knowl- 
edge ' of “Nirguna’ and ‘Зарипа Brahinan’ and Paramár- 
thika and Wyavahirika (noumenal and phenomenal) 
levels of thought, in interpreting the Stutis’?. (AS, Press 
Edn, p. 124) 


Satsiddhantn—The Right Philosophical Perspective 
Its Twin Aspects (NS, IIl. 3. adhi. 1) 


‘There are two aspects of the true doctrine (етан) 
of Vedanta—the primary and the secondary, The primary 
aspect relates to the Supreme Being, its nature and 
attributes and the secondary {apera) to the world of 
matter and souls, Each of these aspects again may be 
distinguished into what has been expresty enunciated 
(Facanita} and what is ancillary to it (анал, 


H The doctrine of Brahman as the embodiment of 
infinite auspicious attributes to which all finite reality 
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‘is for ever subject, Brahman’s independence of will in 
respect of its own being and becoming (manifestations), 
dts powers of omniscience and functioning constitute 
the primary doctrine ‘Parasiddhantd), The twin aspects 
‘of Brahman’s infinitude of all auspicious attributes 
Солано рига) and. ita absolute freedom from all 
blemishes and imperfections {nirdyjater) are but the 
expression of the root sense of the word ** Brahman’* 
applied to the Supreme Reality,’ The definition of 
^" Brahman as the Author of the cightfold dispensations 
of the world of matter and souls in the second Sitra of 
Badarayana demonstrates the logical possibility and the 
necessity of accepting (тиңен and Nirdorefee as the 
essential aspects of its being, (For, only a Being of 
Infinite perfections and absolute freedom [rom all 
blemishes can be conceived as the Author of the eightfold 
dispensations of all else that exists), It is in this sense 
that Brahman's authorship of the universe is a succinct 
expression of the: Parasiddhanta, 

“The doctrine of B's metaphysical independence 
(Svalantratva) is ancillary to our understanding of its 
‘Gupapirnatva and Nirdogatva. For, as already pointed 
out, only a Being which is Sarvagunapürna and Nirdoga 
in the absolute sense of these terms can be the sve Author 
cof the universe in respect of all its eightfold dispensations, 
Hence the conception of B's independence (ралі лаза 
тага) subserves the interest of B's Gunaplirnatva and 
-Mirdosatva and is, therefore, ancillary (anssamgibs] to the 
Parasiddhánta, \ МГ: 
_ 1. Of Aiea г аата аттата | 

sr us атат: | [ЛУ] 

Also ‘toe: area mas fray ak "ааа е are} 
‘ages Amia’ ga | Afraga fe ‘fre’ ares: | 
(Myasatirtha; TC 1.1.1.) 
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H Моп-ассерѓапсе of difference between Jivas and 
Brahman (and between matter and God) would pollute 
B's purity of being with all their imperfections, — Hence, 
the eternal difference and dependence of all else upon 
Brahman (anyecea fattentram) have also to be admitted as 
part of the Parasiddhanta, This should make it clear that 
the doctrine of the oneness of Jiva and Brakman or the 
aneness of Brahman and the world of matter (Ledananya- 
fam) cannot be accepted asa Sataiddhanta, 

“The Bhed&bhedavada of Bhaskara and other thinkers 
acecpta the reality of both difference and identity between 
Jiva and Brahman in Mokga alsa, This would be equally 
disruptive of B's Nirdogatva, so far as the operation of 
their identity in Moksa is concerned. ‘The Bhedibhedavadin 
contends, in his defence, that che operation of ‘identity’ will 
be checked and counteracted by the presence of difference 
and hence there will wet be the undesirable contingency 
af the disruption of Brahman’s Nirdosatva in Moksa, In 
that case, what is the point in accepting an identity 
relation. at all {їп Mokga) which would palpably be 
impotent and powerless to annul the dillerence or render 
it ineffectual? It would then be but a useless appendage 
like the proverbial dewlap dangling (rom the she-goat's 
neck ! 

‘The existence of Cit-Prakrti (Sritattva) and various 
divinities presiding over various ‘Tattvas,’ in their 
hierarchic order from Prana downwards constitutes the 
Арага Siddhinta or what pertains to finite reality [in its 
püsasika form), The reality of the world of matter and 
souls and their evolution and career are thus, likewise, 
part of the Арага Siddhanta, while the teaching about the 
Supreme Reality and its attributes and powers and its 
freedom from all imperfections constitutes the Рага 
siddhanta’’, 





JONASADHIKARANAM 
The Case For Philosophical Enquiry Into Brahman 


2 эта STETÍSISIIHIT 3° 
(ПТ OBJECTOR'S VIEW (PORVAPAKSA) 

The inquiry (улаза) into Brahman proposed in 
the opening Sütra of Badarüvana is wet called for, Fer, 
in the first place, there is no fit subject (олут) for such 
an inquiry. "Thé ‘not-aclf? (алат) is known or is 
knowable through perception or inference, The so-called 
Self" (ued) cannot, however, be established as the 
subject of such inquiry—as distinct from the body and its 
organs, As the latter are open to perception or other 
means of knowledge at our disposal, there is no need to 
start an inquiry into it. If it is contended that the 
self is established as aistine? from the body and the 
senses in the judgment " Iam", through self-conscinus- 
ness, which is indubitable at all times, that by itselE would 
make the proposed inquiry needless, For, in spite of 
our having such an awareness, we are still unable to 
realize what we all desire most and to avoid the undesir- 
able from our lives, ‘This confirms. the point that there 
is nothing to be gained by inquiring into the self, ‘This 
cannot be rebutted by saying that in empirical life the 
sellin its self-awareness is associated with the limitations 
of being a doer (kerr) and an enjoyer (Shakey) of the 
fruits of its actions: whereas the nature of the self as 
made out in the scriptures ia contrary to this—asa “pure” 
being. The anawer to this is that such a view of the self 
supposed to be taught in the Srutis is against all the 
consolidated experience of humanity as a doer and enjoyer, 
It has, therefore ta be discounted like the attempt 
to establish by inference that fire is cold—4gainst all 
perceptual evidence, 
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Nar can we make the Supreme Being the subject of 
inquiry—as the existence of such a Being is mot yet proped, 
Terms like God or Ivara, used in the scriptures, may 
well be taken to stand for the "Self ' which is also the 
master of its body and organs. As this self is known 
through self-evidence or as the substratum of self-revealed 
consciousness or through perception by the mind, the 
proposed inquiry would still be needless. 

As regarda Tsvara as the subject of inquiry, we have 
to ask if He is established by valid Pramanas, Perceptual 
evidence js, to all appearance, against His existence, 
And inference is barred for want of conclusive grounds, 
It cannot be argued that such an objection will defeat the 
very purpose of the indirect method of reasoning (lera) 
which has its own usefulness in probabilising disputed 
facts, That is so only when there is a general consensus 
on basic grounds, which is wanting in this case. 

As lor the Vedas, they are entirely committed to the 
prescription of rites and eeremonies for the attainment of 
fruits here or in the hereafter and have no interest whate 
ever in dealing with a pre-established entity (оа) 
like Tévara, 

Moreover, the validity of the Wedas is itself open to 
question—apart from the problem whether they have an 
author or are authorless, If composed by some author, 
their validity would depend on the trustworthiness of that 
author, which will have ta be established first, An authors 
less work will be wanting in the important contributory 
factor [guga] of being the spoken word of a reliable person, 
To ascribe selE-validity to Sabda would make the Buddhist 
works also equally valid, 

There are also insurmountable difficulties in estab- 
lishing the validity of Sabda as a means of proof— 
such as the absence of direct contact between the word 
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and its meaning, Not being endowed with the property 
of consciousness, Sabda cannot be called a means of proof, 
While individual words in a sentence may convey their 
own distinctive meanings, there is no intelligible 
explanation of the linguistic mechanism by which the 
overall consolidated meaning of à whole sentence ів 
obtained and conveyed, 

The fruit of the inquiry into Livara may be the 
attainment of heavenly rewarda or release from the cycle 
of births, The former is easily attainable by drinking 
Soma juice in the sacrifice. It has further to be clarified 
ifthe inquiry into Brahman is by itself the direct meana 
af Moksa or by way of producing the knowledge of B, 
It cannot be the former as it would involve our setting 
aside observed facta and accepting the unobserved, The 
other alternative is opposed ta the clear statement in the 
Srutis that one attains Jnana through Karma (Karmana 
jHüram dianot), So, as Jāna is attainable by the easier 
means of Karma, there is no need to take the difficult path 
of Vicára (inquiry). 

Nor can we hold that [ñina acts as the direct means 
of release by securing God's grace. It is nowhere seen 
that itis so. On the other hand, texts like Tat Aarne 
Haritesam yat ВАА р iv, 20,40] go to show that God's grace 
is carned Bp deing one's allotted karma. 

As a matter of fact, the bondage of souls is the 
outcome of sheer ignorance of the true nature of the self. 
It stands to reason, then, that itshould be terminable by 
true knowledge of the nature of the self as such—just as 
the silver imagined to exist in the shell presented to 
cognition is sublated by the correct knowledge of the 
substratum, Where then is the place for God's grace 
in the removal of bondage, which is entirely due to 
beginningless ignorance of the true nature of the self? 
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There is, therefore, absolutely no basis for assuming that 
either knowledge of the Supreme Being or its grace has 
anything ta de with the attainment of Moksa. 

Further, if the bondage of the selves is a reality, it 
cannot be terminated even by knowledge, — It is illogical 
to hold that areal, beginningless bondage which is bound 
up with the essential nature of the soul from the beginning 
can ever be terminated, like the essential nature of the 
gelf itsclf. 

Finally, if the released. soul should be saddled with 
a physical body and organs, it ia sure ta be once again 
subjected to suffering and other imperfections. That will 
reduce the released state to the same level as the transitory 
rounds of heavenly goals, If the released soul has no body 
and organs, there can be no prospect of any enjoyment of 
bliss in Moksa and no one will be attracted to such a 
goal, The Moksa-Sastra will thus remain without any 
aspirant jadkiküri). The proposed inquiry thus comes 
to a standstill for want of one and all of the preliminary 
requisites of a proper inquiry—such asa proper and viable 
subject matter, objective and Adhikári, The proposed 
inquiry docs mot therefore, deserve to be opened at all, 


(2) SIDDHANTA VIEW 


The foregoing objections are not in order, Though 
both the not-self and the self alike are not proper subjects 
ol inquiry, there is no difficulty in holding the Supreme 
Heing to be the subject of the enquiry. 

It deserves to be noted that the Sütraküra has used the 
words ОЛ and ғалат with reference to the subject of 
inquir y in the opening Sutra: Om albáto Байый |, I The 





1. The grammatical ¢ details of the derivation are given by 
Sri Righavendra in his MSP: 


saai aa: west, азан p]! ara, ааят 
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etymological sense of these two words referring ta the 
suliject of inquiry establishes it to be distine! from and other 
than the finite selves (уаз) and insentient matter 
Lyegaprekrit). The word * Om * is formed of the root * ara” 
which has the sense of motion and entry. It takes the suffix 
‘man’, Thus Om comes to denote a Being which, by natural 
fitness" ‘moves’ towards numberless auspicious attributes 
and ‘enters’ them all—i.e, to say, is endowed with 
them all The etymology of the other word * Brahman’ 
is also based on the same idea of * possessing infinite 
auspicious attributes * This serves to distinguish it fram 
the world of Matter and Souls, 

Apart fromsignifying a Being which is endowed with 
infinite auspicious attributes, the use of the syllable Cat 
in the opening Sütra is also intended to make it clear that 
such a Being alone is the fittest and the worthiest subject 
ol inquiry and ae! Karma, Prakyti or the Devas, figuring 
in the Vedas, because the syllable Gm, used in the first 


йүп, eraann qep [иш Op загагала): 
ита sr зйааї ahs | чапып a чт: — дач seg 
SH | чача graag шай mue: | 

2, According ta the Araatradition, inherited by Sri Madhva 
the ayllable Om is read as part o£ the opening Sūtra, The alight 
pause after Gm in the opening Sütra is taken to facilitate its 
"being read before and after each Ббіга also, in conformity with 
the Vaidika tradition in the recitation of Brahmaviulyd (which 
the AS unquestionably із). The latter is for unseen merit 
(айла). The Sankara and other traditions do met incorpo 
rate Om withthe first Sūtra. Mor do they read Om before and 
after each Sitra, as is done in the Madhva tradition, which 
holds the author of the Sütras in the highest esteem as fogai- 
gurünam abi guruh. (AY) and the Sütras themselves as Paravidyd, 
The association of Gm with the first Satra according to М. has 
been assailed by later Visigtadvaita writers, Their criticisms have 
‘been answered by Vijayindratirtha and others, For details see 
my ДР Chap XXXI, 
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Sūtra predicating the inquiry, is the nucleus of the entire 
amplified content of the Vedas, The details of this point 
will be made clear presently. 

The other explanations of Om as made up of its three 
component parts of a, w, m [as given in the уура 
Upanijyed (1) as teaching the identity (ma) of the Jiva (ful 
or Team puddriha with Brahman (а) or Tatpadariha, ав 
well аз (2j the explanation al the teem Brahman as 
Sakalavactrdtmekam or partaking of the mature of all 
beings, are ної borne out hy valid Pram&oas and hence 
are wf acceptable to us, ‘The other explanation of Om 
following the Mandükya text aber доо 03... as 
denoting ** а Being whose nature is eternal, pure, tree, all- 
knowing and all-powerful’ is acceptable to us as it is in 
keeping with Brahman's otherness from Jivas and Jadas. 

The texts Cm. is Brahman’, '* By Om all speech is 
shot through and through", ‘Let the imperishable Brahman 
be meditated upon as От’ make out that the Supreme 
Brahman is deneted by Om? The same Brahman is described 
hy the three Руа of the Gayaur) Mantra—wviz, bi, 
bucal. and svap, 

*Bhüh signifies plenitude [Bkümal ог фййтлїша, 
'bhuvah creative activity арат) and * svah * blissful- 
ness, The reference in the. Taitt De. (1,5, 1) to the effect 
that ‘Shah is this world, bimesh is the mid-region, s.s." 
signifies esotericallv. that the Antarvámi Forms of the 
Supreme B, present in these three regions and in their 
presiding deities are endowed with these attributes ОЁ 
plenitude, creative activity and blissfulness, The import 
of the Vyahytis is recaptured by the three Padas of the 
Gayatri mantra, Primarily, it is the Supreme Being that 
ia denoted by the epithets Savit& and Bhargah in the 
Gayatri mantra, Bhargah means one who “supports” 


3, Ci TA RH HUP: (Торна L2) 
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(br) and ‘moves’ (gamams) all, As the sentient source 
ofthe world, the Supreme is the *Savitr ((s% to create), 
Being the purpart of the three feet of the Gayatri mantra, 
the Supreme B. is also the theme of the three * Vargas? 
of the Puruga Sükta, which are in praise of the Supreme 
Lord present in the heart of all— 

Sa sd аран sarsi pirin purifgyah, As the theme of 
the Puruga Эа, the Supreme is likewise the theme of 
all the Vedas, In this way, the Supreme Being is 
schematically established as the subject matter of the 
entirety of the Vedas [ie eva ssrpaseddrihah), — Hence itis 
{йг subject af fngquiry in the Bütras, 

The Sütras of Bádarüyana embody and work out the 
exegetical method (отару) by which Brahman is 
established as the primary subject matter of the entirery 
ob the Vedas and Upanigads—after resolving all possible 
difficulties and divergences of views on the subject, 


(3) DIVERGENGE OF VIEWS ON THE NATURE 
OF BRAHMAN 

To ilustrate—some thinkers, not accepting the 
validity of the Vedas, do not concede the existence of God 
ar Brahman, Some others who accept such a Being, try to 
interpret the words denoting such a Being as referring to 
the Jivdtman himself or other entities like Mulaprakrti or 
the deities and have more or less deprived God of any 
meaningful existence, Yet others concede that there is an 
Tsvara but that He is without identifiable properties or 
characteristics (Nirguna}, Still others consider that though 
having recognisable characteristica, God is wef the Author 
ef the world or that He remains indifferent to it, Some 
others, while accepting Him as the cause of the world, 
make Him the actual material of which the world is made, 
some others hold that He is only the [distant] efficient 
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cause of the world and limit His attributes toa few, Yee 
others regard Him as being different from His own 
properties —while yet others treat His attributes as both 
different from and one with His being, Still others regard 
Him as having a physical body, Some more hold that He 
ig the abode of unlimited number of transcendental 
attribures—which though forming an essential part of His 
being are still distinguishable from Him for purposes of 
distinction of reference without involving a distinction of 
easenee—through the power of Bvarüpa— Visesas—-thus 
maintaining the homogencousness of the Divine Form 
Personality. 

In view of so much divergence of views on the nature 
and attributes of the Supreme, there ta need for an 
interpretive treatise to sift the aource-materials and 
decisively establish the correct position af the teachings 
of the Vedas about the Supreme Brahman, through Jijfiasa 
or Vieara, The Brahmasütras purport to be such a aystem- 
atic treatise (лаана), — It is the instrument by which 
the Paravidya embedded in the Srutis is discovered, 
unlecked and placed in bold relief and in its proper 
attting and perspective, 

The compound Brahmajijfsa is to be construed in 
the abjective sense of the genitive case [karmani разр), 
As the inquiry is enjoined for the purpose of attaining 
right knowledge of Brahman, the Brahman’s primacy of 
status remains unalfected by the oblique grammatical 
construction, By using the expression ' He is enjoined 
[ni dhtyate] аз the subject of inquiry (МЯ, the Acarya 
brings out the primacy of B and also that such a vicüra is 
mondatery, 


(4) JLJNASOTTHAJRANATAT TATPRASADAD EVA 
MUCYATE (АР) 
God's Grace Alone Holds the Key to Moksa in 
Vedanta Philosophy 

Brahmavicara makes for settled Enowledge of 
Brahman. Knowledge of B. begets its grace and Grace 
leads to Salvation. 

Though the Sruti text — He who knows Him tius 
attains immortality {amyiefsam)—makes no explicit 
reference to the part played by grace, it has to be under- 
stood through extension (upalakisga) of the consequent by 
the antecedent factor of Jana, In other words, we have 
to construe the words of the Sruti ‘He who kuss Him thus 
attains immortality’? as equivalent to ' He who has 
earned His grace (through knowledge] attains Moksa ™, 
For, grace is linked with knowledge of Brahman, as its 
consequent, The role of Jaana recognised in the Sruti as 
the means of Moksa iz not intended | to exclude the power 
and place of grace in the final achievement of release, but 
to make it clear that the performance of karma (alonc) 
cannot be put on a par with nana, as such а means. 

The point is this, Grace, as the means of Mokga 
taught in Jum erate opnete tera labhyeh араба Atma 
rivpawte їй arim- {Katha Up. 1,2,22] and other texts, 
isan attribute of the Lord, ТЕ resides in Him; whereas 
knowledge of God [j8ima] achieved through Jijmasa, as a 
means of Мо а happens to he an attribute of the maker 
and resides jm Aim Hence the actual reference only to 
knowledge in Tam еган vided is to lay stress on what 
ought to be pursued by the seeker fr his раге, І 

1, ииген a я аата OAS. p. 17] 

NS 2 17 
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In this circumstance, the negation that there is 
ne other way to Moksa (айнй pantha ралар vidyale) in the 
concluding part of Tam sam pidean ampia faa dharan 
(He who knows Him Mas attains immortality) will be 
meaningful only as rejecting the competence of Karma as 
a means of Moksa, as against [üina, which is at the 
disposal of the Tiva—but лог as against the competence of 
Prasida (grace) which is entirely in the Lord's discretion. 
Thus, by resort to Laksans or the power al suggestion, the 
Sruti Tam erem sided lets it to be understood that the 
Lord's grace earned through Jfiàng and Jijfiasé can alone 
bring about the soul's deliverance, in the last analysis, 

This crucial position of grace is indicated by the 
explicit. reference in the ешо the act of * choosing ?* 
by the Lord—Tam soniya vrente tena labhysh, Here Varanam 
(Vrnute) signifies Pestoma! of grace, 

As the disinterested performance of one’s karma is 
ceniribntory to the development of ]йапа through cleansing 
ofthe mind, texts which stress the importance of karma 
are also purposelul fe tat extent, 

Though Jijfidsa is able to confer the rewards of 
heavenly life also, it is capable of leading to the highest 
goal of Moksa—ag the latter із not attainable by any aiir 
means, 

But the. fact remains that in the final analysis the 
Supreme Lord alae is the direct means of salvation, He is 
the one who binds the souls in Samsara and He i$ the one 
who releases them from that bondage, as the Purdnic and 
other authorities make it clear,? 


2. Sec qufiresrars filed adt тет еа (H9.011,2,5) 
СР ША ATT aR | 
area: чі яи тц aaraa: ||! (Stand) 
Загана Етте: | (S rer, Up, V L- 18) 
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It is pertinent to remember here that red?aeas {instru 
ments or means) are of two kinds—what is there already 
in existence [ийат] and what is ta be brought inte 
being (sadhysm) like a sacrifice to be performed to induce 
rain, The Lord is the pre-existing means in the former 
sense——like an axe which lias only te be put into opera- 
tion, The seeker of salvation has, therefore, to scc that 
the Lord is mored ta initiate suitable action for his deliver- 
ance. Such action on the Lord’s part consists in His 
becoming disposed te be gracieus, ms a King releases a 
prisoner when he is pleased to do sa. The Éruti also 
confirms this point when it says—'' Dy. the grace of 
Narayana the seeker is released from misery of rebirth” 
The initiative taken by the Lord in the form of bestowing 
His grace on the aceker, to release him from bondage, is 
given prominence, whey we speak of release is being due 
to His grace, As a matter of fact, it is that Lord himeel! 
who is the ultimate and direct means of our release, Tris 
is just like the contact between the sense organs with their 
appropriate objects being, by courtesy, spoken of аз 
Perception’? though, primarily speaking, perception is the 
perceptual knowledge 18011, brought about by such 
contact, 

(5) BHAKTI DEFINED 







God's grace which delivers the souls is attainable 
only through sublime devotion to Him, The performance of 
"Nisküma Karma earns His grace which rewards the Divas 
with heavenly worlds. It is, therefore, stared in the Sentis 
that the lowest form of God's grace is achieved through 
arma, a higher form of 3t through study of the Sasttas 


‘and other disciplines and that only the highest form of 
е 
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God's grace bestows the highest fulfilment of Мока. 
(asma gh: М, ВВ 1.1, 1) 

Therefore, in our Philosophy, God is the ultimate and 
Primary means (siddham даат) of release, His grace in 
wishing to release a particular saul (ready to be released) 
тау be described as a special form ог expression of Hia 
eternal will [icchdsiseral) brought inta play or a distinct 
attribute of his (susdnteram гй}. Hence our view of Prasada 
аз a special form of His will does not conflict with the 
position of the Mandittya Upanisad that the Lord as Apta- 
kama has no unfulfilled desires to realise, 

Devotion to the Lord [ParameivarabAak:] is that contic 
nucusly surging flood of deep love and attachment ta the 
Lord of the Universe, which is impregnable by any 
amount of obstacles encountered in its march, It should 
be of such a quality and texture 48 would transcend all 
other forms of love which one may hear towards one's 
own self or to his nearest and deareat anes in life, or tà 
his most cherished possessions, Tt should be founded on 
an unshakable intellectual and emotional conviclien in 
the Majesty of the Lord—as the embodiment of all spiri- 
tial excellences,? 


1. The reader should note that the supreme role of grace as 
explained in the AF has also been briefly touched upon. by 
Šri Madhva in his Вуд ов the epening Sitra—9al Afira- 
mage я Ate, aa and атата, ant айз: se | 
Неге is ап example of his carrying out the promise;— ЕЙ 
TA caer Beer egante (AF) 

2. qctpacyRaata Ferca ETARA нес. тед 
mhenma аута тае теде басен сн атк: | 
"HET a areal ЧЕЙ, бат {йат тем дї:! ami n 











al 


Tt is of such a kind of loving communion with the 
Lord of our being that the Srutis and Smptis speak when 
they say—'' Where one perceives not asather, hears not 
another, knows not awalker—iha£ Їз the infinite (Chan Up- 
МП. 24]. '"The attractions of the waking world to which 
the worldly-minded are so deeply attached are like the 
dark night to aman of God?" (Gita-II; 69 ed), Examples 
of such God-intoxicated souls or state of mind are by no 
means unknown or unattainable,* 


Such a sublime state of Bhakti ia not attained until 
one has had a direct vision of the Lord as can be seen 
from obseryed analogies in worldly experience also, At 
the same time, it is not possible to directly perceive the 
Lord who is essentially unmanifést to. finite intelligence, 
by the power of individual effort alome—except by the 
gracious aid of the Lord Himself and His condeseension.* 
Не muri reseal Нтк to the devotes by Fix oom mysterious power, 


Such gracious favor which enables the finite self to 
directly perceive that particular form of the Lord (which 
is absolutely flawless and is endowed with all such auspi- 
cious attributes as are within its competence to dwell upon 
in meditation) cannot be obtained without intensive сопе 
templation Галуа) carried on with deep devotion and 
unbroken continuity over a long period, together with 
non-attachment to worldly objects and personal devotion 
ta the Lord, Such contemplation itself doca not become 
complete merely by going through the discipline of hearing 

3. Read: Нига! meer кота за — нА | 
Raghavendraswami : Л Parimala p. S4. b 
4. qarami ч едната, я Aamar Ей aqggi— 
детет f£? (BS.1IL 2.23) efr (M.BSB) 
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roves) and understanding the meaning and purport of 
Sruti texts, without going through the process of амана, 
otherwise known as inquiry (cara. Doubts and mis. 
conceptions cannot he resolved without. Vieira. And во 
long as they persist, there cannot he much scope for deed 
involvement and unbroken continuity of divine, Hence, 
it comes to be established that улаза or М1сйта of 
Brahman ought ta be carried out by every seeker, It is 
the only means of attaining release by means of contene 
pation followed by direct vision, which makes for the 
welling up of sublime Bhakti, whith is to be finally 
crowned with His supreme grace. (atverthepranide). 


Бота thinkers however hold that contemplation 
(айй) itself reaching the highest state of transparency 
| fees) attains a vividness equivalent to a direct vision 
ofthe Lord* fand that, therefore, there is no state in the 
spiritual life and Sadhana of human beingsin which one 
is able io vision the actual form of the Lord Himself, Face 
la face, oer Han the mental construct and picture of Him 
upon which (he mind has been contemplating with ils 
utmost intensity), Such a position runs the risk of 
reducing the Sruti texts which speak solemnly of a direct 
vision of the Lord (Aue. (d are drajfagyak) to mere figura- 
tive statements, The highest flash: of mystic experience 
of the Deity must necessarily he an immediate vision and nal 
a qubspitute for if, elothed ing sembtaace ef immediacy, 


5. Such is the position. of Sri Rámánuja's philosophy, Cf, 
Мааа аат Palas) welt ч жад, ee qat 1 
(Srthhas ya, 1.1.1) 
For further details on this question see my Philesophy af Sri 
Medhedeetye—Chap, LIT, (Second Edn. 1986) 
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(бу DOCTRINE OP GRACE 
NEED FOR GRACE QUESTIONED (PÜRVAPAKSA) 


Here an objection may be raised;— There is no 
plausible reason ta hold that God's grace is indispensable 
to the attainment of Moksa, There is no incompatibility 
in admitting that jfiàna is a sufficient means of release, ТЕ 
js a matter of experience that love and hate arise when 
there is a superimposition of one's own selfhood on the 
body and organs on account of ignorance of the true 
nature of the sel, This love or hatred is then directed 
towards whatever 1s agreeable or not ta them. Due to their 
influence, the soul initiates activities which lead to merit 
or demerit, As a result, it is exposed to births and deaths 
in various forms of lile—human, divine or animal— 
endowed with new bodiesand sense organs and to renewed 
suffering, This cause and effect chain or cycle of life is 
called Samsira, When, however, true knowledge arises 
about the self, this ignorance and misconceptions about 
the elf are removed, For, itis the intrinsic nature of 
right knowledge to remove ignorance and misconceptions 
pertaining to the same subject, Right knowledge of shell 
is seen to remove ignorance and the superimposition of 
silver, Once false knowledge is destroyed, there is no 
further prospect of love and hate arising in its wake. When 
the latter are mo longer there, responsive activity in 
regard to them will automatically cease. The present 
body and organs will also cease to be, with the exhaustion 
of their causal вш, 


Thus, when birth. and death come to a halt, there is 
no possibility af pain and suffering, as their seed has been 
destroyed, As the complete eradication of pain and 
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auffering is the essence of Moksa and as that condition is 
quite within the competence of right knowledge to produce, 
аз already explained, there is no justification. for inter- 
posing God's grace a3 à necessary. factor in achieving the 
goal, When one lights a candle to illumine a dark room 
one does not have to appeal to the favor af somebody to 
enable the light to dispel darkness! There is thus no 
justification for introducing God's grace (prasdda) unto the 
problem, as a decisive factor in the attainment of release 
from the eycle of births. 


(7) NEED FOR GRACE VINDICATED 


The basic error in the Pirvapakga—fobjector’s 
theory]—is. the assumption that the bondage of souls is 
due purely and. entirely to wrong knowledge [nii th ya diana | 
and the links forged by it—viz,, deja, birth, activity and 
misery—as the Logicians hold, 


The truth is otherwise.  Srutis and Stmrtis tell us 
that "substances like Prakrti, Каја and the "Tattvas', 
merit and demerit of souls, the respective intrinsic 
properties of the various substances themselves such ая 
Matter evolving from a subtle to à gross state and back 
again and all finite selves (including Cit-Prakrti) owe 
their being and their respective capacities of knowing 
themselves and others and functioning in various ways, to 
the eternal will alone of One Supreme Being and that they 
cannot exist, develop or function independently of sucha 
Supreme and Independent Being’, (B&as, I1,10,12), A 
Kgvedic text says : "Nothing O Indra, is accomplished, 
far or near, without Your impulsion (X. 114,8), 
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It should be clear from these that the supposition 
that release from the cycle of births and deaths is 
achieved by the mere power of right knowledge ( jfiana) 
[alone] is nof well-founded, "The Srutis and Smrtis make 
it clear that it is God's grace that redeems the souls from 
their bondage, 


There ig no difficulty in conceiving af such bondage, 
which has nao beginning, to be real but. dependen? on Crad's 
wi, Advaita philosophy holds that the beginningless 
distinction between Jiva and Brahman is dependent on 
Avidy&, In the Nyüya Vaisesika system, substantiality 
(dranyatea) ia, by hypothesis, intrinsically determined by 
being possessed of qualities (дип), 


We gather from the Sütra ; Paresteddivat (IT, 4.31 } that 
according to the Satrakara, though the Jivatman is of the 
essence of knowledge and bliss, these properties become 
fully manifested and experienced only im the state of 
release, like manhood when one attains adolescence, It js 
within everybody's experience that the Jivas are unable 
to realise this true nature of their being in the state of 
bondage, This shows there ts avd puit be something which 
envelops the Jiva-avartipa and prevents it from shining 
forth ta itself in all the completeness of its self-lumincus 
content, What can this obscuring element be? Shall we 
gay it is Ката, Karma and such others? That cannot be, 
For each of them has a definite beginning in time and 
presupposes a cause of its own origin, It will be Futile to 
think of a regression of their causal chain—as such a 
series must inevitably cease, without leaving any vestiges, 
in deep sleep and Mahipralaya, It should then be open 
to the selves to realise the blissful blesseduess of their 
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Svarüpa by the immaculate splendor of their own pure 
consciousness they are, in those states where they are 
freed (rom all obscuring elements. Since that does ma 
happen, it Follows that there is still some obscuring clement 
or substance—which, unlike Ката or Karma and the reat, 
has no beginning in time and which the Scriptures call by 
different names as Maya, Avidya and Prakrti. 

It may be asked—How can (even, such a (hypo- 
theti¢al) substance obscure the intrinsic nature of the Jiva 
which is sell«Muminaus (Sraprekate) ? If the question 
relates to the proof of there being such an obscuring 
element, it has already been answered and it is quite 
within the competence of Maya or Avidya to cover or 
envelop something else, If the objection is taken. on 
account of the inherent impossibility of anything obscur- 
ing the intrinsic luminosity of a sel-luminous being like 
the Jiva, the anawer to it will be given in its proper 
context, while setting forth the realistic and Theistic 
theory of the origin of bondage in terms of “* Svabhava- 
ajfiana-vada’’ in the AP; Although the Jivacaitanya is, 
in principle, selfluminous and, therefore, capable af 
revealing itsown true nature and attributes as well as the 
nature of God or Brahman (as its Bimbarüpa? to its own 
sell, commensurate with its inherent strength and capas- 
city, itis, however, prevented (rom doing so while it is still 
in the state of Samsadra, on account of being pertially 
obscured by Avidya, Maya or Prakrti 

This is rendered possible by the inscrutable power 
[aciutyadbhntasatH | of the Lord Himself acting upon Maya 
ar Avidya,! 

Т, Be it noted that while Jivacaitanva, which is conceived 
to be ex pelea finite, Seriea and dependent on God in 
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In the last analyais of the problem, we have necessarily 
to admit the agency of the Lord in the operation of 
insentient principles such as Avidya or Maya or Prakrti 
acting on the self, For no insentient principle can, by 
itself, have the capacity to act independently on ils awn 
initiative, Such a supposition would not only be illogical 
but opposed to the evidence of Srutis and Smetis already 
quoted. 

Thus, a dispassionate analysis of the prablem of 
bondage compels us to admit that the Supreme Lord Fim- 
self has kept the Jivachaitanya yoked to primordial 
Prakrti or Maya, which is entirely dependent on Him and 
which is composed of the three strands of Зайра, Rajat 
and Tame suyos and which is known by the other пате of 
‘A-Vidya’ in that its nature is antagonistic to pure knowl- 
edge (Vidyasiredhi], This Ме does by means of Ніз 
mysterious power and will wherewith He partly ebsewres 
(even) the intrinsic aclf-luminoaity of the Jivalman, 

Alter bringing about such a partial obscuration of 
the Jiva'’s true nature (from time immemorial), He yokes 
him to the elements of Prakrti, ita modification af smt, 
айлтЁйга and other Mheas, which take place as a result of 
Prakrti itself being actuated hy Him [rem within®, This 
Sri Madhva's philosophy, can be partly kept obscured by Avidyá 
through God's will, it is impossible to conceive of how the pure 

consciousness of Atman which ia Nirvesega and identical with 
Brahman can eter be overpowered, wholly or partly in Samsara 


by Avidyddake: which isa јарајан This makes the yawning 
difference between the rationals of the two theories of Bondage. 


d, See: salt que чы датто mis | 


калтан dari air HEAT I 
(Figu Purina 1.2.29) 
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induces the Jiva to mistakenly assume independence of 
initiative and agency (and proprietary rights over his 
Gad-given body, mind and organs] in his works and the 
results accruing from them, This draws him closer and 
closer and tighter and tighter into the meshes of Karma 
and the vortex of passions of love and hate and resulting 
excitement and frustration when balked, Such is the 
essence and upshot of bondage. 

As the souls’ bondage is thus ultimately due io God's 
agency, it stands to reason that He has to be recognised 
as their Deliverer from it. That power cannot be ascribed 
or transferred to knowledge or works or ta any other 
means—becanse none gf then is independent of Him in its 
own right. 

God's will turns back the power of Jada Maya from 
the Jiva and lifts His own inscrutable power (ecimiyda- 
bkutasakti )— which has been partly obscuring the Jiva's 
self-luminoue nature (rom hiniself, oniy when Ae is pleased 
ta do re, end mob HUE then, It follows then that all other 
means of Mokga referred to in the Srutis and &mrtis are 
severally and collectively intended to earning His supreme 
redemptive grace, Hilton! if none cam be saged or deseree to 
be saved, Hence, the inexorable logic of Acarya Madhva's 
clarion call ta Bhakti and his ringing declaration—‘'In 
view of these scriptural pronouncements, Moksa can sever 
be attained by any one without Hir Grece, by the sole 
power of Jfiana either. 


xk ^ жж kh b seed eft Rar | 
qmen argin: mens È mal (АР) 


Hence also his explanation of the significance of the 
term alah (therefore) used in the first Sütra of Badardyana, 
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impressing upon us the key-role played by Divine Grace 
in the attainment of Mokgsa—as the ultimate objective of 
Brahmajijnisa, His stand is thus in perfect agreement 
with the true spirit of the Srutis and Smetis and the heart 
of the Sürraküra himself, (See пит їйї, ай 
ae aster | (BS. 11.2.5) 

Though this key-role of grace has not been expressly 
menHemed im (he warding of the opemiip га it is implied in 
one of the several meanings of the efak therein. Itis 
brought ош by the Ac&rya's concluding words after the 
refutation of the theory of the Mithyatva [falsity) of 
Bondage, 


‘aay aa Pray fees: | 
afa: du fa fanaa Pea |! (АР) 


This implied meaning of Айа} is more fully and 
expressly spelt out by the Sütrakara himself later in the 
Sidhana Adhyaya in the Sütra; алараа лана te tirolitem 
байо Куул bandhaviparyayau (111-2,5), Here, it is said that 
the true nature of the Soul as consisting in pure knowledge 
and bliss ia kept partly obscured érolitám] from it, in the 
atate of Samsara, by the will (abhidhya) or Saükalpa 
(resolve) of the Supreme Being (Pars) and hence tiatah) 
indeed (Ai) are the soll's laca] bondage (ракав) and 
riddance feigaryasab } from it. There cannot be a clearer and 





8, The straight syntactic relation between the words of the 
&ütra Parábhidyanit and Hirakitam followed hy Sri Madhya deserves 
to be contrasted with the devious relation in à farfetched reverse 
order adopred by Sri баћкаға : Гага n parere уа Cpa 
sipscanimuaies sane! =ni Rara snfendarfer 

(9.898. ILI-23-] 
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more forthright expression af the Sütrahara s mind on the quesHan 
af te bondage af souls, far aay wunprejudiced mind to see and 
ишана { 

Tt should be evident from all that has been said that 
itis not proper to hold doggedly- that it is entirely within 
the inherent capacity or nature of knowledge itself ta be 
the direct means of Mokga. 

Even supposing that it may be sa, the need for 
Divine Grace alter the attainment of knowledge, cannot 
altogether be eliminated, It would still be necessary and 
indispensable, as all operative causes in the world of 
nature arc, by hypothesis, dependent on God's will, for 
their existence and functioning. Without His will or 
impulsion nothing can be caused or brought inte being 
anywhere in the world, far or near, (AM, = 114), 

Our purpose in conceding, for argument’s sake, the 
power of ]ййпа to bring about Mokga—as indicated by 
the use of expression ‘even’ (afi) in " FRinaspabhavate’ рі" 
is to reinforce the firm stand taken earlier that God's grace 
is the most potent final and independent means of Mokga. 
After all, even the philosopher who holds [tina to be the 
means of Moksa cannat afford to dispense with God's will 
inthe matter. For, itis only the intelligent Will of a 
Person or a sentient Being that can-provide the necessary 
impulsion for the causal complements to come together 
and act іп a particular manner and bring about the end 
in view, That being so, where is the point or purpose in 


It. is interesting to note however that Sri Sadkaraconcedes in 
the end that bondage and release are both due to God 991 {Лл 
Yes sparen see which agrees with Sri Мада? view ! In this 
connection see my ASPC, Vol TII. pp, 40-41, 
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clinging to a position that Mukti is attainable by the 
intrinsic power of knowledge alone [такти af) which 
is ma! established by any express authority or means of 
proof and ignoring the position expressly taught in many 
à Bruti and Smrti text [already cited) that God Himself 
is the giver of Moksa, through His grace ? 

The Nyaya-Vaidesika system conceives of Moksa 
purely negatively as the termination of the series of links 
in the chain of life beginning with ная (as already 
explained], This Apavarga not being a positive product 
(Arya) it feela there is no need to assign to God an indis- 
pensable role in enabling the souls to attain release, 
Texts whith ascribe to God a more active personal part 
in this connection have been explained away as suggesting 
that God is just à nominal factor or an apparent cause 
алатаган in the birth of right knowledge of things, 

This is not correct. The role of God as described in 
the Scriptures in the attainment of release from bondage 
on the part of the souls is much more comprehensive and 
Jundemental, They say: “God grants saving knowledge 
ta the ignorant, He confers Moksa on the knowers of 
thie truth by Ireeing them from the bonds of Prakrti 
enveloping them and bestows the realisation of the joy of 
selfhood on the released,” 


But then, it may be asked—The Siddhanta holds that 
the bondage of souls due to the meshes of. Prakrti has no 
beginning in time! How then is its termination possible ? 
The objection is not вй formidable as it seems, There is 
nothing illogical in conceiving of the termination of 


A, perse az ЕЕ ШЕЕ ЕНЕ аатта qat. | 
(зу Ta 1, 1, 2) 
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something which has no beginning. ‘Termination or non= 
termination depends on the presence or absence of a 
terminating factor or agency, A product may be destroyed 
by the logs of ita parts or their conjunction. But a beginning- 
less something may be terminated in quite a different way 
by the very destruction of its being (searfipadkoumsa), 
Destruction as merger in one's material cause or assuming 
the later state of the material cause is applicable only to 
effects produced im fme, but not to a heginniugleis some- 
thing, The beginningless may be terminable in an unpre- 
cedented way—provided there is a competent factor or 
agency to do it, The self though beginningless is not 
destructible as it has no terminating [actor or agent so far 
as received knowledge and the Pramágas ро. We have to 
leave it at that. It із well within the bounds of reason 
and possibility that bondage which is essentially beginning- 
less in time ia open to termination, The Srutis and Smrtis 
de say a0, 
яни аң: ur sq: spent | 
ааа. spp spend Чап? || (Mégdükya Up.) 

This Sruti refers to the beginningless ‘Mays’ which 
keeps the Jiva in deep forgetfulness of his true nature, As 
the slumber is itself beginningless, it is equally necessary 
that the slumberer too should be equally without a 


5, Sri Raménuja's Srbkdaya cites this text as a Sruti. Sri 
Madhva's hbhàsya on the Абра Cj. takes all the twenty-nine 
dokas distributed between the four Mandar of the Mandikya as 
part of the Upanigad, For the contrary view of them as part of 
Gaudapida's Адата Praterara and an exhaustive discussion of 
the Upanisadie theory of these Káriküs of the Azan Ргайагайа, 
ace my six papers on the subject referred to in my AOS. 


dnd Edn. pp. 165-166, 
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"beginning intime. But the slumber induced by Maya is 
broken sometime. ‘Then the slumberer perceives the Usslum- 
bering Supreme Lord Гафан) watching over his slumber 
(ыа, Up. 1-3,8). There are also other Srutis and 
‘Bmrtis to the same effect, 


Baneriai: (Suet, Up, i, 10) 
matai aua Я (Gia VIT, 14) 
querar ( ) 


Another question may be put— If (as Sri Madliva holds) 
«heginningless ‘Avidva’ enveloping the Jiva should cease to 
е, remetime, all the Jivas in bondage should get released 
At once and automatically! This contingency dots not 
arise in our philosophy aa it docs not subscribe to the view 
that there is one spoon uate Avidyai tasin the system of 
Sri i Sankara), ' Avidya' in our system is distinctive to each 
J бул whom it partly envelopa and obscures. There are 
wo, one obscuring part af the Jivacitanya from itself 
ind the other called ‘Paramacchadika’ which veils the 
Lord's vision (as his Bimbarüpa) from the eyes af the Joa. 


We may now raise so mote another incidental 
Objection [by way of атрада) and dispose of it to 
Clarify the Siddhanta position, 

The Srutis and Smrtis, which have been cited in 
Rupport of the position that even beginningless Avidya, 
Which envelops the souls, is terminable by God’s grace 
башто be accepted as such termination is not probable 
Dr convincing. 


Lo For we find that Avidya still continues to color the 
ves a knowers of Brahman, It cannot be explained that 
is not merely the intellectual understanding of Brahman 
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in terms of a discrimination between the eternal and the 
non-eternal (aiedaityevartiveke) or between Prakrti and 
Jiva which is competent to destroy Avidya but only the 
direct vision (едат) of Brahman that can do so, For we 
do find that even those who have reputedly attained direct 
vision of Brahman are found to be still within the sphere 
of influence of Samsára, which is the outcome of Avidya. 
From the Siddhanta point of view, those who have had 
direct vision of Brahman should have shed their physical 
bodies and sense organs, then and there, by the power of 
Saksatkira, In that case, the reports about the discourses 
delivered on philosophical themes by acknowledged seers 
of Brahman like Suka would turn out to be airy nothings 
(гаар уа). 

He austero Fou seem to be forgetting what we have been 
divining inte your gari go. far—thel if is nol simply Jaina that 
destroys beginningless Apidva and bondage but the Lord Himself 
when. He ts pleased to be sraciour (prasarneh), 


It cannot be said that direct vision of God is by itself 
the means of getting His grace and that, therefore, those 
who have direetly visioned the Lord must naturally 
receive His grace. That ds notio. One has to reach further, 
Tt is the supreme state ( pardeethd) of sublime devotion 
(takii) which opens the door to Divine grace, As the 
mental make-up of other persons cannot be X-rayed by 
us it has only бо be judged by the credentials of the actual 
behavior of such persons as are reputed ta have attained 
to such а state of sublimated Bhakti—whose unmistakable 
marks of recognition have been described in the Srutis and 
Sinptis—such as ' Fara nanyat paiyali vatra папуа demotion.” 
(Chim, Ub, VII-24) and Fa mi sarvabhütdndm taryan 
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parti атут (Grid 1-69)—(already translated in an 


arlier context). 

It would be very superficial (талат) to rejoin that 
rie grace is obstructed by the aurviving Prürabdha- 
armas in the lives of those who have attained direct 
ision of God and hence they are consequently mot in a 
osition to receive the saving grace of the Lord then and 
tere. For, Prarabdhakarmas are after all insentient 
lings, Aninsentient thing can have no power to obstruct 
r retard the flow of Divine Grace of am Independent God. 
f the Prarabdhakarmas too are subject to His will that X 
r Y shall be saved and admitted to grace, after direct 
ision only when all his Prarabdhakarmas have been worked 
ut, it would lead to a conflict of wills between God's 
‘ill to save X or Y and His will to save him only after 
he liquidation of his Prarabdhakarmas ! 


If it ia argued that the redemptive grace is itself of 
ich a complexion (i-e p contingent on the exhaustion of 
1 Prárabdhakarmas], it would be tantamount to saying 
hat God's grace із not perfectly self-sufficient (pirga) as 
t has to zeit for some other event to happen, in order to 
e fulfilled and realise 1tself | 


Moreover, the Sütraküra himself speaks of the 
mitigation of the effects of part of the Prarabdhakarmas 
n respect of Jüanins in the Sūtra: Cpemardem ca (III- 
16). "This shows that Prarabdhakarmas розе no obstacle 
r obstruction to: Divine grace when it condescends to 
edecm a deserving soul, Therefore, the familiar refer- 
nces ta the obstruction and delay caused by balance of 
"arabdhakarma in the Srutis are not to be interpreted 
мә literally but rather flexibly (upacaritartier), 


aG i NYAYASUDHA 


To sum up— the correct position is this. God's grace 
ale is competent to liberate the souls from their beginning- 
less bondage, Therefore, the Acürya has rightly said— 
He alone is the giver of Moksa to the `Тйапїпа`, ша 
їз ө a | 


In this connection, we may clarify another relevant 
point. Blias is doubtles the essential nature of the 801018, 
It із shrouded by Avidy& in Samsara. When this veil of 
Avidy& is lifted, the innate bliss comes into its own, Such 
is also the experience, To be the experiencer of this bliss 
is nol an additional property falling outside the content 
al the experience, So how сап the Acarya speak of the 
Lord as conferring the bliss (Snandadah): ataza qr Р 


We answer—CGod's inscrutable power ТА 
fakti) is the principal veil that obscures the Jivasvartipa 
from time immemorial, Avidya (Prakrti or Maya) acting 
as an obscuring clement is only a nominal factor (nimiHa- 
miiran). So even after Avidya is destroyed root and branch, 
there is na manifestation or welling up of the quantum of 
bliss of selfhood until the Lord is pleased ta draw back Hir 
mpuferiour power with which He has bound the soul in the 
meshes of Prakrti (or Avidya). This explains the references 
‘ta the phases of partial manifestation and non-manifesta- 
tion of Svarüpünanda of Jivas, in the state of Moksa 
(BS. II.2,20) —which presupposes the existence of such 
an-act of veiling even in the released state also, taken in 
its partial sense of absence of misery (ачаа ава), 6 


| 6, Tt should be borne in mind that complete Морза {rampirnd- 
mote in Srl Madhva's philosophy has two facete—duihiabhana 
and pardnmandanubaars, 
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$ 
qaren qa ginti (АУ) 
[7] RELEASE FROM SAMSARA DOES NOT 
NECESSITATE THE ASSUMPTION OF THE 
UNREALITY OF BEGINNINGLESS BONDAGE 

























The destruction of beginningless bondage of souls is 
quite in SERRE with its reality and does not oblige us te 
treat it az "unreal" (mthi). However, Bri Sankaraci in the 
Prolegomena to his Stitra Bhasya called Adhydsabhaaya has 
argued for the unreality (mifkpydfea) of universal bondage 
on the ground of its sublation by knowledge fof Atman of 
Brahman}, This conclusion of the леу ра of bondage is 
"drawn by him from the implication lurking behind the 
words ‘therefore Hrahimajijnasa " read together in the light 
Tof the postulate that knowledge sublates ignorance (обман 
Wujndnaryr nipariatam], In other words, since knowledge of 
Brahman is given as the means of termination of bondage 
t follows that bondage must Бе илге and hence termin- 
Able by knowledge (inanabadkyam]. Sri Sankara did a good 
Jeb in rescuing the individual self (Atman) from the abyss 
“of Buddhist Nairatmyavida. But he went out of his depths 
in trying to transmute it inta “Brahman, by putting 
forward his Atman-Brahman equation, ‘This puts him in 
n difficult position in aligning the colorful cosmology апа 
peschatology of the Upanigads and Sütras directly with the 
Supreme Brahman and making it the Author ofthe Cosmos 
And tts controlling principle, the saviour of our souls from 
their transmigratory career. Stripping both the Atman 
and Brahman of all characteristics, Sri Sankara reduces 
Poth to a vanishing point of © Nicviicga-Clinmatram ** 
Whose ‘citte’ carries no self-awareness, though proclaimed 
0 be Svaprakasa (seli-luminous], 
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In order to give a meaning to the vast amount of 
cosmological materials in the philosophy ofthe Upanisads 
and the Sütras, Sri Satkara's philosophy ischliged ta create 
a dummy in the form of the ' 5aguna-Brahman ' suffused 
by Maya, which is indescribable (anireacantya) being 
neither real, nor unreal and which nevertheless dominates 
more than three-fourths of the philosophical canvas of 
Sti Sankara's philosophy, The dubious position of this 
Saguna Brahman takes away much from the credibility of 
Sri Sahkara's philosophical sincerity and the ostensible 
eloquence of his. Theistic interludes, Sri Madhva's AF 
brings to light these weak points in Sri Sabkara's philos- 
ophy, while examining the formulations made hy him 
in the Preamble to his Siitrabhagya, 


There is no difference of opinion on the point that 
the Upanisads and the Sütras are Лобана, It ia, 
therefore, worth our while to consider if it is absolutely 
necessary to deny the reality of bondage and transmigrae 
tion of souls in order to accept the possibility of Mokga, 


From what has been discussed earlier, it should be 
evident that there ts aa alternative to the premise of the wnrealtty 
af besinninglesr bondage from which release is sought to be 
attained by struggling souls-visz,, that itis a hard-pressing 
reality, — This is quite consistent with the possibility of its 
destruction or termination by the grace of the Supreme 
Brahman of Vedanta and the spirit of the teachings of the 
Upanisads, the 5itras and the Gita, At any rate, such 
a Theistic position seems to reflect the unexpurgaced 
pattern of thought of the Prasthanas, more faithfully than 
Sti Sankara’s alternative of the unreality af bondage, The 
latter smacks of a new-fangled metaphysical theoty which 
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is sought to be forced upon and read inta the body-politic 
af the Prasthanas, by indenting upon a number of gratui- 
tous assumptions beginning with the presence of an Anadi- 
anirvacaniya-Avidya which by itself is neither real nor 
unreal (елла and which is nevertheless made 
to somehow envelop the pure self and foist a mistaken 
identification between the self and the naoteself and pice 
versa and throw the self into unreal suffering, If Avidya 
is real, ita beginningless association with the Jiva can be 
explained as being due to an act of God's will, Ita 
destruction then by Divine Grace also becomes under- 
standable and intelligible,! 


To deprive Avidya of any reality of its own and to 
reduce the Atman for Brahman) who ia to be the subject 
of its superimposition by the same stroke. of the pen to a 
Mirvisesa-entity (without any essential character) is to 
make the origin of bondage more confine. айй complicated 
Ian it needs must de, This inexplicability is said to bea 
strong point of Advaita metaphysics [durghafateam avid yaya 
bhitranam | / 


The Upanisads speak of the EKnower of Atman’ 
crossing the misery of repeated births and deaths ( F'arat? 
fokam dimarit], The metaphor suggests the crossing of a 
rapid river or a rough sea by an anxious traveller, in a 


- boat or à ship manned by a capable person, The rapid 





river or thé rough sca to be crossed is a real thing and 
nota figment of the imagination. Nor does it follow from 
the other text: Drspeatea tam muczate that the Saksaikira of 


I. In this connection Head the observation made by Albert 
Schweitzer in his Indian Theaght And Jtr Development, 1952, 42 in 
my Philosphy af Sri Madheaetzya, Delhi 1986 (pp. 204, 282, 361). 
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the Atman or Brahman culminates in Maksa af price 
without waiting for his grace, The emphatic particle eng 
in the text merely lays stress on the indispensa bility 
(ayoganyanaccheda| of dariana (vision) without ruling out the 
need for intervening grace, thereafter. The particle eva 
can also be construed as discounting the role of Karma as 
the sole means of release, as contended by some thinkers, 


Even if we go by the literal statement of the Siuti 
that [n&na confers Moksa, there is no reason to look upon 
the fact of bondage as unreal (mita). If the reason for 
it lies in the logical concomitance that |fana alone 
sublates Ajnüha, we may still maintain that there is na 
bar to fina destroying what is real enough, The Advaita 
distinction of reality inte three levels of absolute, empirical 
and apparent has itselfto be estahlished by means of a 
proof which in its turn, must be ‘real, in the alisolute 
sense Of the term, Aa for the counter-argument that if the 
real were liable to negation or. sublation, the Atman too 
тау be open to negation, we say there із no such logical 
requirement that all reals must be open to negation. There 
can be exceptions based on the merita ol the case, 


The Monist argues that Ignorance [dvidyd) though 
beginningless may still be negated as it is essentially unreal 
but not Atman, though equally beginningless and real (in 
addition), One may ask where he has observed that what 
is teal cannot be negated? Why does he hesitate to 
accept the ‘negatability’ of à beginningless real and insist 
on making unreality alow the ground of перагару? 
Why does he not concede that Ajfiina may be negated by 
some random cause? Why does he insist an its negation 
by Faded alone? If the reason is that knowledge is hostile 
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to ignorance, it boils down to this that what is responsible 
for something coming to be negated isthe presence of its 
antagonist [rire], That being so, how can he object 
to the Theistie position of the possibility of destruction of 
beginningless ignorance, in spite of its reality, by the 
power of Divine Grace as its antagonist (Gita IX. 11), 
The Átman has no such antagonistic factor to negate its 
existence (CHa IL. 24), Hence, he is not liable to be 
negated, 


Even conceding for a moment that there is concom- 
itance that Jhana alone negates ignorance, it would nat 
necessarily follow that (beginningless) bondage mast be 
naren It may still be regarded as ignorance [Avidyà) 
itself or its produce without being a superimposed some- 
thing at the same time {adhyasia) and therelore milky, 

As Moksa consista in desirvction of bondage such 
bondage must be real, "The unreal (like the hare'a horn) 
stands sellenegated and cannot be spoken of as being 
‘desirayed " Cdfisamra]! by another, 


There is no substance in the contention that the 
essence of Moksa is the sublation {adra of bondage. The 
Srutis and Smetis do of say so, The Sruti which says that 
the knower of Aiman (Brahman) crosses all sorrow pre- 
supposes that bondage ів real and is abstrayed (by God's 
grace) and not that it is sublafed [like the superimposed 
silver in shell), "The other text Finnkino rimucvate does not 
mean ta stay that bondage is unreal’, It simply means 
that bondage being due to beginningless ignorance dvidya 





9 Destruction (44) of bondage is the Theistic idiom while 
бш тал of bondage ' is the Advaita idiom. Thay ao not mean the 
rame iking 
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which envelops the soul from without, ig mof intrinsic 
(азайа) to its nature, What is extrinsic to one's 
nature is sometimes spoken of as nat being. phere Газале 
dvidyaminapadapravopah), 


The presumption (ағара | about the unreality of 
bondage would be justified if the wording of the opening 
Sutra of Badar§yana had. been to the effect that the 
ignorance which clings ta the Jivatman is removed by 
knowing fee correctly, In other words, the apening Sütra 
should have called for a Tiva-jijnüss, Instead, we find 
the Sütraküra calling for гайтай ага to destroy the 
ignorance which has been clinging to the fed, This means 
the Jiva has to look up to Brahman for his release, He 
cannot shake off the ignorance which has been clouding 
his true nature all along without the help and prace of 
Brahman, This is the message of the opening вота, It 
is both devious and disingenuous to try to make out that 
“Knowledge of Brahman’ here signifies knowledge of the 
identity of the T'vam-entity (thou) representing the Jiva 
with the “Tat -entity (Brahman) by Cinmdtralaksana, 
This cannot carry conviction to the open-minded, Besides, 
If bondage were unreal and if it were to be sublated by 
knowledge, it should happen that as soon as such 
knowledge is born there should be instantaneous release 
from the body and the organs We shall deal with the 
inadequacy of the explanations offered regarding the 
survival of Prárabdhakarmas, or attenuated Avidvi, or its 
potencies or of a tertiary Avidya after [fana has been 
acquired, in the context of Prürabdhakarmas and the 
manner of their liquidation in Adhyaya III, {Pada 3, 
adhi. 1 NS. р, 561-62], 
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Had the Sütrak&ra specifically mentioned the Jiva as 
the subject matter of inquiry of his work and proclaimed 
kis Jijfitisa for the removal of bondage, it may justily the 
hypothesis of the unreality of that bondage in terms of the 
Jiva’s assuming himself ta be the doer and enjoyer, thus 
giving room for a genuine doubt as to his real position, in 
view of the alleged contradiction between the empirical 
experience about his nature as doer and enjoyer in life 
and the supposed description of his nature as pure consci« 
ousness without any identifiable characteristics, in. the 
rutis, 

Bur the fact is that the Stitrakara has installed the 
Supreme Brahman ё such and ao! the Jiva, as the subject 
matter of his treatise—'Athato Brahma-jijnasa, How can 
the fact of the nature of X being open to certain philos- 
ophical doubts make Y the subject matter of inquiry ? 
We shall, in due course, prick the bubble that the self 
obscured by ignorance is in reality no other than the 
Supreme Being itself (Atma ca Brahma— S B3). 


эе mimmat g етпе: | 


It is, therefore, needless to say that the outline of the 
Adhyasa. theory adumbrated by Sri Sankara at the beginning 
of his Sitrabhasya is out of keeping with the delineation 
cof Brahman in the Sütras аз the one independent efficient 
cause of the genesis, life and deyelopment of all cosmic 
life (1.1.2) that this Brahman is essentially distinct from 
the whole community of Jivaa and the world of matter 
and is as such established as the primary subject matter 
of the entire Vedié literature, in the Sütra [1.1.4] by 
means of an elaborate demonstration of such textual, 
Samanvaya, in the rest of the opening Adhydya. This 
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intensive Samanvaya of Sastra in Brahman to the exclusion 
ofmatter and 0111, as the highest reality and Jagatkarana 
lays the axe at the root of the misconceived theory of the 
individual self*s being in fact identical with the Supreme 
Gr pice pers, 


To conclude—the termination of bondage by the 
power of ]fiana is naf unaccountable except on the assum ption 
of the theory of falsity of beginningless bondage, Theres 
fore, the case for making such unaceoun tahility the ground 
of hypothecizing the Mithydtea of bondage as the logical 
prerequisite. for embarking on the study of Brahma- 
mimamsa Sastra. falla ta the ground, 


a. AIKYASRUTI Vs PRATYAKSA 


Such a presumptive reasoning about the falsity of 
bondage is also opposed to our perceptual experience and 
cannot, therefore, he accepted. There is no subatance in 
the plea that Perception makes known only the bare 
datum of bondage, It does not make out that it is nel 
инша, So how сап it be raid that Pratyaksa (perception) 
is apposed to the presumptive reasoning about the falsity 
of bondage? ‘The answer is dimple, Perception. while 
grasping its datum does so either as that it is "there" op 
‘is not there’, There is no knowledge known to experi- 
ence which is neutral to either way of knowing. If then 
Pratyakga grasps the datum of bondage as "existing" it 
should sufice to rule out its falsity: The other alternative 
belies experience and if true, it would make all the trouble 
taken over the Arthäpatti itself todrive home the thesis of 
the unreality of bondage an exercise in futility, 

“3. Vide BS, 1.1.16} 17; 21; 31; 12, 8, 17; 19; 90; 97; 
1,3,8, 
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Here, the Advaitavüdin rejoins—-Perception upon 
which the Realist relies so heavily is а broken reed, ТЕ 
‘does net tell the truth (ataticdeedata)', To explain —8Scutis 
like ‘Neha nándisti kincana’ (there is nothing apart from it, 
whatever) and the Smptis and. Itihisas proclaim the 
existence of one single reality (entity) the Atman, which 
da unlimited by any adjunets, tis of the very essence of 
infinite bliss and consciousness, unattached то anything 
and one without asecond, Such texts are a legion and 
apeak of the Atmatattva in this way on the basis of the 
principle of interpretation based on the coordinated study 
of their commencement, conclusion, ete; This cannot be 
dismissed by any one as not to be taken at its face 
value but only as à loose way of speaking: (Upacaritrtba). 
How then can Pratyaksa whose understanding of the Atman 
goes against the report of the Srutis and posits the self, 
instead, аз a limited being tossed by a variety of sorrows 
and imperfections in lite, be set open to error ? 


It. is, therefore, only a beginningless Nescience 
fanddyevidva}) which must be taken to shut off the light of 
dts inherent nature of Brahmanhood [rom the self and 
impose upon it the idea of its being a Jiva, This fontal 
Ауу is the canvas upon which are projected myriads 
‘of colourful pictures made of the stuff of Pirvaprajiia 
[past store of knowledge; the potencies of Avidya and 
Karma, The 'I-Principle! (абакан) which is lit up by 
the flash of the transcendental consciousness receives a 
"transformation due to the impulsion of the Creator—God 
{atthe beginning of creation). This transferred Ahamkara 
is the receptacie of the Vijfanasakti and Kriyasakti of 


1. The phrase is first used by the Sanntyepeidrirata, 
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Avidya, which account for the assumption of being a doer 
and enjoyer respectively on the part of the self, "This 
Ahamkara is mentally isolated from the Cit (Atman) and 
apoken of in Vedanta, in its various aspects, as antebkerana, 
mind, ийа and ego consciousness, The belief that ‘1 
am a doer and enjoyer’ isthüs an unreal projection on the 
sell due to the influenee (uparaga) of Ahamkaratattva— 
just as a crystal vase placed near a red flower appears to 
be redon account of close vicinity, Perceptual knowledge 
which cognises the self as * 1 am a doer* * I amanenjoyer', 
“I am happy orunhappy "' and so on isthus to be thrown 
away into the dust bin as an uneatable rotten apple? 


9, UPAJIVYA-PRATYAKSA PRABALYA 


We rejoin—All this eloquent exposition of the uns 
reality of bondage by making a travesty of Pratyaksa on 
the ground of its alleged opposition to Sruti texts such as 
“Neha nina anti and the picturesque Prakriya (details) of 
the Adhyasa theory in support of it may tickle the fancy 
of immature minds, It can hardly impress the level- 
headed, until it is conclusively established that the texts 
cited admit of the representation of the nature of the 
Altman as it has been sought to be made out (by the Advaita- 
vádin) as weshall presently see, Before going into details, 
it would he necessary to consider if, in dealing with the 
Sruti texts, their surface meaning is necessarily their true 
import or whether the importis to be settled on the basis 
of the marks of import—such as upatrama and uperamkara 
and without conflicting with them. If the surface meaning 
alone should prevail everywhere, the Mimamsa Stra 
would have no place, in Vedic interpretation, In the 


2. Bhümatt llil 
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latter case, we have to consider more closely how the 
‘Neha nanasti text can represent the nature of the Atman 
as fancied by the Advaitavadin. 


Its supposed meaning that everything other than 
‘Brahman is unreal would recoil on the text itself and 
make it as unreal as the rest of the world It would be 
suicidal to expose the text to such an interpretation In 
interpreting any text, care must be taken not to commit 
upapettisiradàa—violence ta reason, Por, reason (арада) 
has been given the highest weight and plaee of honor 
among Tatparvalingas, It is out of deference to mpapai 
that the literal sense of a Sruti like ‘Asatus Sad алдраа" 
[rom nonsbeing "being! was born) has been modified in 
the light of the reasoned statement—* How could it be 
so? How can bens emerge from non-belng ? ^ (atom 
maie saperet 2). The Snütraküra himself in his Abhi- 
manyadhikarana (BS, IL. |, B) sets aside the surface meane 
ing of texts like "Mud spoke, waters spoke’? because of 
their conflict with reason and has propounded a different 
interpretation in terms of their Abhimanidevatas speaking. 


There i similar clash with upapstti in the Лаанат 
text, Just seo-if we accept the thesis that the sum total 
ofthe universal life and experience in all its. aspects— 
other than the Atman for Brahman) is mitad (unreal) on 
the atrength of this text, the same unreality would engulf 
all the Sruti and Smyti texts which aay so,—as Hey oo are 
U ether that Алман", If not, the validity of the text would 
be belied, in respect of its own case, so much ao that it 


would be incapable of conveying any sensible meaning. 


If the text and all others which say so are equally 
unreal they could hardly establish the unreality of all our 
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experience and life—just as the words of a non-existent 
being like a barren woman's son cannot establish any- 
thing for certain, If it is true that everything other than 
Atman is unreal, the Sruti text which says so cannot jump 
out of that unreality, stand apart and pronounce its judge- 
mënt! 


Ifthe opposition should retort—how бап you say that 
Sratis which proclaim the unreality of everything except 
ikemselvei—auch as experience of bondage, amounts to a 
breach of reason, we would like to know why it should 
make an exception in respect of the dantis, Ifthe answer 
is that otherwise the Srutis will not haye the power to 
establish their position, we for our part will point out that 
there is all the more reason to hold that the Srutis cannot 
ride rough shod over Pratyakga and sweep off all that is 
established by the evidence af perception at one stroke of 
the pen and reduce them to nullity, 


The ecounter-plea that Srutis have an intrinsically 
higher and absolute validity ia a!f eases over all Pratyaksa 
will be dealt with in its proper place, while discussing the 
question of the primacy of Saksipratyaksa and [ts absolute 
inviolability as the cogniser of all knowledge, the arbiter 
of all validity and the principle of ‘Upajivyapramana- 
pribalya’ over that of Upajivaka (or the overriding 
strength. of the ground-evidence as against that of what 
resta or 1s built upon its foundation] in all epistemological 
judgements, 


10. THE МЕНА NANASTI ÉRUTI 


The true meaning of Neko yanini Kincana is not and 
cannot be that the world of experience. has no existence 
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apart from Atman or Brahman, but is superimposed on it 
and hence is unreal in itsell—an appearance jas the 
Advaita theory would like to make out], Its actual means 
ing is that the nature of the Supreme Brahman is completely 
jomoegencous, in spite of its possessing an infinite number 
of auspicious attributes like knowledge, bliss, power, all. 
pervasiveness, beauty, goodness, etc. These attributes are 
fof different {nana aa) from the essence of its being (tha). 
here is no internal distinction between being and attri- 
utes in Brahman. There is à perfect unity in diversity, 
The distinction between substance and attribute is merely 
one of convenience of reference and mat a distinction af 
essence, ‘This is rendered possible by the power of 
*iSvarüpavisegas' of being! 


Here, we may dispose of an incidental objection, ‘The 
expression ndm would seem to. refer " mat i different ** 
fnansbliülam] viz., the world of multiplicity of appearance 
and not difference or distinction as such, The latter 
fnándisam) being an abstract noun, would call for the appro- 
priate form ndeaieem. The objection would become less 
formidable when the true import of the Sruti (as indicated 
above) is made known. The suffix ‘tva can be taken to 
have been dropped—as in the case of a phrase like Аара 
Larbyawyapadefat in the £.8,1.3.2. It can be supplied from 
the context, Тһе ellipsis is explicable as a Bhdpepradhana- 
-mindede in Sanskrit grammar, Even if wc agres to treat 
it as a Shavitrpradtananirdesa referring to what is different 
{handikan the negation (nari) would refer to the separate 


vee _— - 


l For the concept of Vitesas and its role in Dvaita philen 
орну see my Philosophy af Sri Madüsscharys, Chap. VII (2nd 
- Edn.), Motilal Basarsidass, 1956, 
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existence of attributes, powers, limbs ete., from the Lord's 
Being, Here the Principle of significant negation or quali- 
lied negation or affirmation (Saviterane vidtinivedhau visesanam 
utasanEritatah] would a pply, It would negate only the sepa- 
rate existence of the attributes, therehy affi iming, by impli- 
cation, their integrated oneness of existence in Brahmans 
Being. A double negation of both the attributes and their 
separate existence would reduce the negation ta a mockery 
7748 in—''The sactificer after taking his ceremonial bath 
at the conclusion of the sacrifice shall sof be clad in dirty 
and tort garments! Where there is no other way, double 
negation or affirmation is tolerated, But they are rare and 
exceptions to the rule, That the Vedántic Brahman із a 
cent percent "Sa-Videsa*' entity shall be fully established 
in due course, It has been shawn ta be such, already, in 
passing, in the earlier contexts, Iit is objected that such 
a negation of the separate existence of Brahman’s attri- 
butes is open tà the fallacy of negating the unknown ar 
what has nowhere else been “given” in thought (aprapra- 
Pratiredha], we may refer to their being entertained on 
spurious reasonings by some thinkers, This point will be 
made clear under the Porvapaksa of the Sūtra: Ak sikina- 
lop! pavasyobhayalliam . , . (88, TIL 3.11). 


Il. TRUE NATURE OF A [КАЧА 
AS ACCEPTED IN DVAITA THOUGHT 
Resuming the discussion on the Unreality of bondage, 
one may dispose of a pertinent question here, After all, 
the Theistic Philosophers too agree that all bondage, in 
terms of physical body, budaki, sense organs and their 
objects of experience, is superimposed on the Self as stated 


2. зїн sap; ey 




























| 1n ЫА batt A Pah ы АР wil 


Bhasyakára himself: Pramadaimatetodd bandtasyal 
ALAA, Why then this persistent apposition to 


positions ofthe two schools, The position of Tattvavada 
Mthis, From time immemorial the Jivas have been endowed 


bl'any other casual agency but their own selves, We shall 
eit clear later that the passing phases of the emergence 
Bhd submergence of particular acts or experiences of 
knowing or feeling do not alter the basic current of the 
potential nature of their intrinsic endowment ta ef, fo 
Avot aud. fo experience.’ Tt must, however, be clearly under- 
stood that the general impression, entertained by almost 
évery one of us, in Bamsüra, that the actual power of 
agency with which we have been endowed from time 
immemorial as sentient beings (by the Lord) belongs to us 
Vindependently of God's dispensation, is a misconception caused 
by the obscuring power of Avidy&, and God's. own 
obscuring veil—already referred to, This misconception 
‘is not a product of (beginningless) indefinable Ignorance 

fanddi exireacantya aidia) which has no reality of its own, 

(as in Advaita), | 


1, maris, этїїчї, wwe (Irivikrama TD) - 
| 2. SSATP TAT? {я Seep Teese espere a prona 
Pewee: | “saa: alt agar, "egi? aa aAA- 
‘freon meae: reta Mer, ваат тае | & fire 
sty Тиз задат: | (Jayatirtha, GT! XI.15) 


The Theist holds that thie “Avidya" which djs the 
Opposite of Vidya, as already defined, and the bonds of 
Prakrti and the Lord sown obscuring power acting telco- 
logically—are al] Of them realities in themselves associated 
with the Self in bondage, This applies to the other appur- 
ténances of the body, dual, sense organs and their res. 
pective fields of experience, These too have a reality Ён 
themselves and are not Mere aftedrances conjuree up by Avidyg, 
They too are dependent for their existence reality and 
functioning en God's will, All the same, under the external 
pressure of deídys: (in the Theistic sense of that term) and 
the composite elem ents oF Prakrti (Matter) these come to be 


own personal belongings or assets [айт уалуй ауан). 
Мо doubt, they do belong ta the selves, in the limited sense 
of having been placed at their disposal by God's dispensa- 
tion C'Parüvatia-8imtyatd apt аута], But the trouble and 
the tragedy is that nat being in a position to vividly discern 
their essential distinction from their own being, like an 
iron rod and the red-hot fire which permeates it thro* and 
thro* their bonds gel tighter, 


Asa result of their continued impact, in life alter life, 
they fall into the habit af assuming that their powers of 
doing and knowing and experiencing are ап independent 
asset of their own, Similarly in respect of body, дий and 
ба уа, They treat them аз their sole independent pos- 
scaiians, Thus, caught in the see-saw of their inextricable 
association and their repercussions from time immemorial 


upon themselves with Icelings of elation or disappointment 
as the case tnay be and suller from birth to birth, Being 
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ней up and down by these opposites they turn for relief 
WH Various remedies of Karma and the like to extricate 
themselves but find no lasting solution of the muddle until 
they turn for succour to the Supreme Lord of all creation 
1n extend Hishelping hand, Such, in essence, is the ABC 
Of the Theistic position in regard ta Bondage, its reality 
апа its termination ;-— 
; © 

ot geraai clay 
Pan Sft актере еа AG ala ч 
ТИРЕТ Set tq: [Черт oa, [кч л Раат 
ЕПН ЧЕЙН | (Bee Footnote 2 ante) 
ӨЧЕ ЗЇН эп: | afer = 
Bein, эү аан sr qe, ча ааст ЧП een. 
АТ ча, чап ait эпчи, араат. эгини, 
PRAEERAT sequar, charus (етич frenar arg- 
CH, баят Тиң end. creado чирт gend 
Тае rdi aay oa naga, 
WIE mia яң: ЯЙ чач acacia 
cer. reste етан a areata Agia sae, 
rrr RREAN, Ж | (NS) 
12. NATURE OF А] АКА IN MAYAVADA! 
Mayavida, on the other hand, looks upon the very 


experience of the joys and sorrows of life as unreal in thems 
féloes [ searüpegaita mitkyd’ and superimposed on the self, [i 











1. The terms Miydvada and Miyavidin are mai derogatory 

- orsarcastic in origin. We have the approval of V&caspati Mitra, 
the author of the Mima accepting them as official designations, 
(See Shima on BS. ii, 1, 28-29), 
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is, therefore, incumbent on the Theistic philosopher to 
show up its defects and to educate the scekers of truth on 
proper lines, 


The attempt made by Sankara to substantiate the 
Adhvasa theory of bondage, to account for the entire 
commerce of life governed by the three phases of Pramátr, 
Атана, prameva у karir, bhokir and bora, throughout life is 
open to question, "his threefold conspectus of life docs net 
necessarily justify the conclusion that the actual physical 
body imdrisas and their spheres of experience and their 
distinctive properties ая well as the joys and sorrows of 
life produced by them are in themselves wnrea! (mita). The 
commerce of life teyaraldra) can well be explained as the 
result of a tenuous way of identifying of the one with the 
other—or an identification based on intimacy of contact 
(tatsambhandiitet), In any case, the mere fact of something 
being superimposed on another does not make the super- 
imposed element an anréefity in nf. Sankara himself 
waxes eloquent over the Adhydsa of the Pratyagauman, 
who іза pure wilness-consciousness on the antalkarage and 
others, Does this make the Atman too unreal (mitis) ? 
Assuredly not. 


In reality, however, the only sense in which the 
superimposition of act on cit сап he spoken of as an гора 
isin terms of identity by reason of intimacy of their 
association (samsrstayd adus], Na philosopher would 
totally deny that there is any room for ddhyira in any form 
or complexion in the life of man, What the Realist is 
interested in denying is the superimposition of absolute 


2. й nanea аата figu" игта 
мечеті, (Айу Bhd: ya) 
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identity of nature or essence of one thing on another, And 
he is confident of explaining cases of such conventional 
ways of identification—as ‘Iam blind '* Iam peor” 
“Tam dark " " I am bankrupt’? in the commerce of life 
"on that basis, without recourse to direct superimposition 
(iadaimpadyase) of the one on the other—i,e., to say in a 
"metaphorical sense (spaedra].* 


; 13. ONLY THE REAL CAN BE A MEANS OF PROOF 
(SATA EVA SADHAKATVAM) 


Advaitavada will be digging its own grave by making 
the Манам text take away the reality of everything 
ether than the Atman which will fnclude dis ewn exttience and 
"validity, Por, the negation to be absolute, must apply to 
“the Srutis aisa, But an instrument of knowledge or proof 

must itself be real in order to be able to establish anything 
for certain, If the Advaita Sruti (Ала nimis) has such a 
‘reality of ita own, the thesis that all else but Atman is 
unreal would atand discredited and there will be a second 
real left, besides the Atman, The unreal can have no 
power to establish anything fer certain, Cases of dreama 
‘presaging good or bad, letters of the alphabet signifying 


3. Read: пн aft sp aep sey Ней: Pet | 

иң te aft my a ЗЕТЕ nur. 
зч чи wena, 
чыш tet өг чч aay, 
яа: ШЧ, Se ap HAR па), 

ж + * $ 
tatsi aira fi. eA EE 
wahr maana a aa 
amia aaa: nanai erar: (eters) | 

(AV. ELL2.adhi, D) 
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respective vocal sounds and so on, which have been cited 
аз examples of the unreal being able to lead ta knowledge 
pf the real are nog actually instances af an unreal somes 
thing establishing something real, In dreams, it is the 
impressions left by the earlier experience of objects and 
their subconscious memory that act as omens. The alpha- 
betical signs of different languages are real enough and hy 
accepted literary convention in the community are asso- 
ciated with particular speech-sounds. There is nething 
unreal about any of these conventions, 


On. the merits of the question, there ean be na (wo 
opinions about the competence of the real to lica means of 
proof, once Леда nanasti Sruti if it ia to justiy its role 
as a valid means of proaf fof any meaning| needs must 
be real in its own right. Pratyaksa, in the Realist view, 
being ex tolket, real, is competent to prove the reality 
of the experience of bondage, This places the Realist in 
a position of decided vantage over the awkward position 
to which the Advaita interpretation reduces the Neka mandate! 
Bruti, 


While the competence of the unreal to establish апу» 
thing for certain is denied by the Realist, the Advaita 
maintains (curiously enough) that only the unreal can 
establish anything (алараг sidheketoam) and stoutly denies 
that the real can establish anything clse for certain, [In 
spite of this disclaimer, Асагуа Madhva draws altention 
to the fact that Advaita has Bees forced fo accent the bostiion 
that the real is competent to establish something for 
certain, The point is this—Advaita recognises that it is 
the Saksi-Cairanya which bears witness to the existence of 
BhavarOpajfiina or fontal nescience : 
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It is the same Saks? — or the Apperceiver which intuits 
the reality of the experience of pleasure and pain in life 
and establishes their reality, according to the Realist 
Thinker. Hence the reality of bondage is established in 
Madhva's philosophy, in the ultimate analysis—-not merely 
on the evidence of sense perception агй ад: pratyaksa) 
but on the perception of the S&ksi ; 


IRR gaase ganai afaa uet 
їй gama | (AS) 


The Adyaita dialecticiana have of course tried to 
wriggle out of the stand taken in regard to the rale of 
Saksi-Caitanya in bearing witness to the existence of 
Bhavariipajiiiina, by putting in that the Sakgin's bearing 
witness to the existence of Nescience {as in deep sleep) is 
itself dependent on Ajiiama—in the sense that there is no 
* existence of Ajfiana’ apart from the shining forth of the 


1, This clear pronouncement of Madhva and Jayatictha in 
their works should suffice to dispose of the cheap criticism of 
Dr, К. Narain in his work *А Critique of Madhva Refutation of 
‘Sankara Vedanta” (1904) that "the. Dvaita philosophers like 
Madhva, Jayatirtha and Vydsatirtha in particular stake their atf 
on the validity of Pratrakra(which the Advaitin easily overthrows) 
in establishing the uncontradicted reality of world-experience.' 
Dr. Narain has either not been able to understand. the Dvaita 
position correctly nr seeks to misrepresent it deliberately. On the 
unique place and importance of the concept of Saket in Madhva's 
epistemology see my PAtloroby af AMedhesctarya, Chap. XIX. 
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Süks, If this means that Ájfana is revealed only aa 
super-imposed on the Bakai as its substrate it would be 
open to the fallacy of making the Saksi which is the 
substrate [adhi;fhama) of the superimposition act aa the 
instrument of making known the Ajfiana superimposed on 
itself, But the difficulty is that as the Saksicaitanya is by 
hypothesis ''AYiriifera"" characteristiceless, it cannot afford 
to have the two distinctive properties or characteristics of 
being able to act as a substrate of thé super-imposition 
oF Ajfiina and of being the instrument (Жатан producing 
the awareness of Ajfiana at the same time, Further, Ajfina 
is like darkness and Saksi is the selfluminoua light of 
consciousness, Tt would thus be equivalent to saying that 
darkness which resides in light as its base, is established 
by that light. The difficulty is that darkness being opposed 
to light cannot reside in it, We have already seen in 
connection with the Realist theory of bondage how the 
nature ofthe Jiva asa finite being and a Savisesa-entity 
admits of partial obscuration of its intelligence, bliss etta 
in Samsara by Avidya and by divine will thro’ the operae 
ton of Bvarüpavisegas, "Phe Advaitin's Sakgi or Atman, 
on the other hand, is unfortunately Ага and is devota 
ol this in-built internal dynamics capable of explaining 
how Nirvisesa Caltanya can come to be partially obscured 
by Avidya, 


14, SARSI AND AJNANA 


Even conceding for argument's sake the Advaita 
position that the Saksin's bearing witness ta the existence 
of Bhávarüpa-Ajíina is because of Ajfüána and in virtue 
of it—there are only two ways in which such a view can 
be held—(1] that the Saksi as Kiitastha-caitanya (pure 
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Sell] bears witness to the existence of Ajana with Ајала 
acting merely as an auxiliary or (2) that Bikgi as the 
reflection of the pure self in Avidy&-vrtti does so, Either 
way, it is the Saksi-Caitanya that establishes the presence 
of Nescience with the help of Ajfiána as an auxiliary ог 
by reflecting itself in Avidyavrtti, However as the Saksi- 
‘Gaitanya is an indisputable Realty and it does intuit the 
existence of Avidya, суеп in Advaita philosophy, the 
thesis of the Realist philosopher that a real atone can estah- 
‘lish anything for certain standa Jey vindicated, 


anma wer mian iiaa | 
efti fir к + и ж hk b + il (AV) 


“And it is the same Sakgipratyaksa which ratifies the reality 
‘of the experience of the joys and sorrows of life, in our 
"Biddhanta as the Apperceiver, 


But as a matter of fact, the Advaita Зак Caitanya is 
"by hypothesis Nirvisesa.— It can леге} establish anything— 
"for; all means or instruments of proof have some specific 
essence or tralts of their own, The Nirvisega has nothing 
to-call its own and can establish nothing. Even supposing 
that Ajfiana is superimposed on the self, if it becomes the 
object of Sakgi-jfidna, the Sáksi would become a subject 
—and as such Saviiesa, If Ajfiana dors not become the 
abject and Saksijfiina, the Sakyi can hardly deserve its 
designation as a direct seer—for the word ‘‘Sakgi’’ has the 
radical sense of one who perceives something #rectly—and 
immediately ;— 


=, xui Hea, | (Pagi suia V 2.11) 


Moreover, the difficulty would be—by what kind of 
Pramana (proof) should one establish the competence of 
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thé unreal or miky to establish anything, By a proof 
which is Savisesa or by a Nirvigega ? Not the former: for 
what is Savigesa is by hypothesis, mésiyd (unreal) to the 
Advaitin, The only alternative left is to gay that it is 
established by a Ргагайпа devoid of all višega, The next 
question is bound to be whether such an Avisesa-pramina 
will he the бакі or something offer, In the former case, 
there will arise an interdependence. Unless the compe- 
tence of Sakai to establish anything is settled it cannot be 
extended to the Avisesa, Unless the latter is established the 
former cannot be, As there is na offer Avigega-Pramana 
than Sakri, the second alternative cannot be thought of, If 
we should think of importing another Avisesa-Pramága for 
the purpose of establishing the competence of the first 
Aviseqa-Pramana to establish anything, the same difficulty 
will eneitele the second Avisesa Pramana and that again 
a third and so on ed infinitum, It will thus be chasing a 


shadow, 


15, DOQGTRINE OF THREEFOLD REALITY 
IN ADVAITA 

The Advaita, at this stage, seeks to clarify that the 
‘Neha пйпазїї! text, while denying absolute reality to the 
world, concedes its Vyavaharika (practical) reality which 
is sufficient to account for the conduct of the commerce of 
life. Besides the Vyavaharika reality, there is the Práti- 
bhasika reality (or apparent reality) associated with the 
objects of illusion and dreams. 


This threefold classification of reality {ттан dhya) 
needs further classification, Does it mean that (1) only the 
absolute reality ia "Sat" in the true sense of the term and 
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"that the Абак" (non-sat) is of two kinds—depending on 
the time factor and the manner of their stulüfication ; at 
- (ii) whether pure Sat itself admits of à threefold subdisistan, 
An the fermer case, what is net actually real can never be 
sable to accomplish practical results, Otherwise, even 
“poison mistaken for nectar aud swallowed may met Ar, 
Ав both the Vy&vahürika and the Pritibhasika are non-Sat 
"it makes no fundamental difference to their stultifiability 
"that one of them is stultified earlier and the other consi- 
"derably later, Neither can have res! causal efficiency. 


16, “SADASAL-VAILAKSANYA” ANALYSED 


Be that as it may, we are entitled to know by which 
order of truth —among the three, is the threefold distinc- 
tion of reality to be established, It cannot be by a Para- 
amarthika order of Pramana other than the Айтан, as there is 
no such real, according to Advaita, The Atman as such 
сапа be the means of proof as he is һу hypothesis ‘Nirvidesa’ 
and cannot therefore function as a means of proof of 
anything, The precise nature of the Vyavaharika and 
the Práribhasika forms of proofs is yet in their wombs and 
cannot be taken as established. It would be useless to 
prevaricate that the Sat which is efter than the primary 
lamukys) is not something non-existent but is something 
which is neither real nor unreal—i,ec,, to say indescribable 
fenireacanive) or sod-asad-vilakjana and that it is ol two kinds 
—the Vy&vaharika and the Pratibhasika, In other words, 
in зо far às the world of Vyavaharika reality is other than 
total non-existence (dem!) it is recognised as ‘Mithya’ in 
the Srutis, Accordingly, the Pramagas which function in 
that sphere are competent to regulate the commerce of 
life, But the question remains—by what sort of Pramana 
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is the world's Sadasadvailaksanya established —whether 
by a Páramürthika one or a. Vyüvaharika one ога Prati- 
bhasika one? 


The first alternative is not acceptable to the Advaitin 
and the second and the third to the Realist, Here it may be 
objected that in order to counter the Advaita position that 
what is байлаан ла cannot Function as a means of proof, 
the Realist will have to resort to a reduetio ad abrurdum, 
Where will he find a logical concomitance [уйд between 
the dem and заза to press hia point, as the Anirvacaniya 
[Sadasadvilaksana) is fo Mm an unknown and unestablished 
quantity? The Realist answer is-— There is no difficulty 
at all in formulating a redwetia ай diruri, The Realist 
can find negative concomitance [Fyatirekariptt) in Saksi- 
Caitanya itself which is admitted as Удала in establishing 
the existence of Bhavarüpajüana in Advaita philosophy 
and the Sikgicaitanya is indeed a агата reality, Or, 
the Realist may formulate a Prasanga—argument. that in 
the absence of Sattvam a Ргатӣра cannot be Sadhaka, 
This cannot be said to involve the ира (conditioning 
factor) of Asativam, For the absence of Sattvam [or Sad- 
vallaksanvam] will necessarily be concomitant with 
Акат and this Бубо cannot be dismissed as unproven 
till the third category of Animwacantye is conducively estab- 
lished, ‘The Advaitin cannot therefore flatter himsel! 
that he can establish Sadhakatvam of the Sadasadpilaksana 
on the ground of its Asedeilekshansive (being different from 
Arati and its Mithyatva on the ground of its Sedetlatshagatoa, 
For the acceptance of Заа ya would open the door to 
Asativa and absence of Sadhakatva, At the same time, 
the acceptance of Asadvailakganya would confer лолат 
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or reality upon it. Their combined effect would foil 
Аара, ‘The point is that the exctusiveness of Sattvam 
and Asattvam cannot be broken until the category of the 
eriin quid—the anirvacaniya, is convincingly established, 
Tf otherness from what is asa! (адаар ya) alone can 
account for Sádhabeisem, the silver apprehended in shell 
should be capable of it—in so far as it is claimed to be 
Asadvilakgana by the Advaitin, The explanation that 
Myavaharika reals are products of Maya, while Prati- 
bhasikas are products of Avidya has no bearing on the 
point of issue, as it is concerned with the time factor and 
manner oftheir stultification and is irrelesant to the present 
D uestion of why, in spite of being esadorlskraga, the Prati- 
bhàásika is not helpful in Vyavahdra, There is thus no 
oncluaive Pramina to establish that the world is Auiresce- 
[yat [Sadasadpilakragam) including the Neko яаман Sruti, 


The predicate of Mithyatva is defined by Advaitins 
in terms of айа рн asateam and Jainebidhpaitam, These 
may now be examined : 


aaa ны eet acai: | 
анти fewer @яїт st кїт, || (AV) 


(1) ‘The terms sat and ae! figuring in the first defi- 
nition may signify the positive (Ара) and the negative 
(а лара) or the existent and the non-existent. Taking the 
i rat meaning, the predication that the Universe is both 
other than positive and negative in its character may be 
accepted by the Realist without prejudice to his position 
‘That both the positive and the negative elements in nature 
constitute the nature of the world's reality and that they 
are distinct from one another. This is not the same as saying 
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that Бый the positive and the negative elements which go 
to make the world are unreal, 


(2) Even if both the positive and the negative 
characters are severally denied in respect of the world, the 
Realist position will not suffer. For, the Realist holds that 
cach positive entity differs from another positive entity just 
as each negative entity too differs from another negative, 


(8) Even if the distinetion from the positive and the 
negative is understood in terms of not being the substrate 
af positivity or negativity, the Realist position will sat be 
affected, For, he believes that what is positive in its 
character із nat the substrate of negativeness and what is 
negative is not the substrate of positiveness, 


(4) Even if the distinctions are interpreted to mean 
not being severally the substrtate of positiveness er 
negativeneas, the Realist position will not be affected, 
For he accepts an absolute distinction between positiveness 
and negaliveness, Не will therefore insist that what is 
positive will only be substrate of positiveness and what is 
negative will only be the subrirate of negativity and not of 
both. 


(5) If it is argued that Sadasadvilaksanatva means 
that each positive and negative enitity is not the substrate 
of positiveness am? negativeness, the Realist position will 
be agreeable to it. For, according to it the positive is 
never the misias of negativeness {айга} and the 
negative ia never the substrate of positiveness (Ahanatea]— 
because лава and арлат are always distinct in their 
nature. Neither their predication together or аз one 
qualified by the other would be free from superfluity, 
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(6) Even if Sadasadvilakganatva is taken to signify 
that what ia accepted as positive is nat the substratum of 
positiveness and that what is accepted aa negative is not 
the substratum of negativeness, the Realist's position will 
sotauffer, For the Realist recognises that #ivatea itsell 
is sub generis to each positive entity and similarly abkdseiva 
(negativeness) is also distinctive of each etas, He does 
not subscribe to the theory of ‘Anugatadhatma’—one 
single correlating attribute running thro’? a number of 
entities (Bhinadica bhinnedharmaice padartha міна apt ЛЕ) 





























(7) If it is argued that Sadasadvilakganatva significa 
that an avowedly negative entity like antecedent поп» 
existence (pragabhidoa] is net the substratum of negntiveness 
апа similarly that positive entities like Avyükrtakasa are 
not the substratum of posiliveness, such a contention 
would be equivalent to saying that what is till now 
universally accepted as a negative entity should be 
regarded as a positive one henceforth and what is univer- 
"ally recognised as a positive one should be regarded as 
negative henceforth, ‘That would only be tantamount (0 
changing their nomenclature, without changing their 
substance, But that would not make either of them mi 


юг unreal ! 


(8) The further explanation that ара tink sas н 
geeks to establish chat J/üsa and Араа in addition ta their 
not being the substratum of abhavatea and Phibalua as gener- 
ally accepted, are also at the same time naf the substratum 
of йд and алба also, would not amount to à tatal 
negation of universal experience, Such an outlandish 
proposition could only be supparted by making another 
jratui tous assumption that the distinction between the 
85 


ven iliud с... е даш ым 


bes and the abider in life, established by Vyavahactka- 
pramana, is aublated by inference that ultimately all 
distinction between “барана? and ‘adddeetea’ given in 
experience is in truth 'Sad-asad-vilaksagam! because of 
liability to sublation (Байбура): but then, without first 
establishing the non-truth—declaring character {aletea- 
redakatvam) of the said proof of the distinetian between 
Благо and авнаа, borne out by experience, one can 
not be too sure of ila stultifiability, The inference of 
Sadasadvilaksanatva of all distinctions can be valid only 
when the proof of it is shown to be open to contradiction, 
In order to be able to establish the possibility of auch а 
contradiction or sublation one will have first to establish 
that proof of the distinction between Баа and ablasetra 
fs not truth-declaring. Only thereafter could one venture 
to dismiss the proof on which the universal distinction 
between bivala and араараа is accepted as real in the 
true sense of the term (paramdrthika) be dismissed as purely 
‘yyavahirika’ in its scope, АН this would naturally entail 
a circular reasoning, mutual dependence ete,! 


The same drawbacks will have te be faced if Sat and 
Алай in Sadasadsilekranatean: are considered in the sense of 
the exiatent and the non-existent, 





1, Read: Ramai ware] meram ЧЧ! 
«ЁН — frc а ает четтет. гачтан, Өгей: | 
fre a aiamaa | Rr p fep amaaa- 
qama engra eerta emt | 





(ASE. p. 53 b) 





























}. MITHYATVAM AS JSANABADHYATY: 
| BUBLATABILITY BY KNOWLEDGE 
"Phe reason given by the Adavita in support of the 
prlel’s mitkyaiod that it is sublatable by knowledge (of 
тал) is not also acceptable to the Realist and thus 
Herz from the fallacy of onesidedness (anpatarastdaht), 
Phe Realist position is that the created world is dissolved 
l the time ol. Mahapralaya, by Divine Will, (Peramesoc- 
ny  jifanecchdprayatnaninitiyal) The world’s sublation by 
Prahmajfiana js brought about, according to the Advaita, 
jy the automatic liquidation of the product of Ajmina by 
he rescinding knowledge of the Atman in respect of the 
jame.! This is not acceptable to the Realist.’ As it is 
Hot acceptable to both the parties, this teaser of 7 Rdna- 
Baduscloam is also inconclusive, Moreover, the Realist 
уез holds that there is по annihilation of eternal verities 
like Prakrti, Kala, Jiva and so on when God's will brings 
‘about Mahapralaya, That apart, there is no logical diffi- 
Teulty in holding that even a real entity (like the world) 
royed by an act of will and thus be 7 Adna- 
If à counter-argument is advanced 


a 


пау be dest 
pinatya in thal sense. 

L marhara адий fat faeere Чага fiai чн 
Reva | ачта" а arm чїшгїя, saat ат, su aa 
Ет: ara: | (Pafeepadihi) 

2. q wid nir spen ern (NS p. 39) 

Failure to grasp. the true significance of this difference in the 
conception of Bádha according to Sankara and Madhva is 
respondible for Dr, E. Marain's loose statement about the belief 
in Madhva Philosophy that the transitory knowledge of the 
world is contradicted and removed by the eternal knowledge of 
the Lord’ and so on. (Op. Cit. p. 14) See also my Philorephy of 


Sri Madhsácárys (1986) pp. 54-95. 
& 
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that if that be so, even consciousness /Cortanya) as a reality 
"may became liable to destruction, would make destructi- 
bility ога раа) the determinant of Mithyatva and thus 
render the adjunct йт in jRisa-simakrstea superfluous, As 
Роне can be brought about by a hostile force, God's will 
acting as such a hostile force can as well be credited with 
the power of destroying the world, when it chooses to do 
so, We have already seen that as God's will docs not choose 
to destory the reality of Gaitanya (Souls), Mülaprakrti, 
Kala ete., they are for ever without destruction {трага 
nilale We have also seen that the ‘Neha nandsti’ Sruti is 
not competent to establish the sublation of everything other 
than the Atman, as this Sruti, if true in what it says, 
would falsify ir eun self and meaning or what it purports to 
convey. Moreover, JRanabadhyatea in the Advaita sense is 
open to the flaw of Bhagasiddhi from the Realist point of 
view in respect of the eternal verities like Mülaprakrti, 
Kala, etc, 


The Realist defines Badha (sublation) as the correct 
understanding of the position and status af something given 
which has been misinterpreted— 

(тїт ТЕТЯ 89 Леня, (АУ) 
Such correct appraisal coming after an incorrect appraisal 
af some given datum would only be placing the datum in 
question in ita correct perspective and would not de away 
with ity cory being as such’, Even the Advaita readily accepts 
that the Atman, which is a reality, comes to be mistaken 
for the Anstman (not-self) and that this error is rectified 
hy the final psychosis (сагата у engendered by Vedantic 
reflection in the form of true knowledge of the self which, 


3, dee fn 2 we. 
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while it destroys the former wrong knowledge of the self 
as identical with the physical body and its limitations, 
does not however destroy or annul the existence of the 
"Atman too, at the same time! 

The introduction of the shell«silver as an illustration 
"bof what is mitipa is also inadmissible, The silver presented 
‘inthe illusory experience—is totally non-existent in the 
"locus of its presentation, as is subsequently established hy 
‘the Bádhakajnana, Thus, it stands intrinsically self- 
negated /nityamioriis) and needs no negation by knowledge, 
‘Tt is for this reason that the Realist redefiger Вана" as the 
correct estimation of a given object in its proper perspecte 
"ive, after it has been exposed to a misapprehension as 
something else, Such correcting knowledge does лоў abolish 
bike reality af the given duum. The criterion of Яна 
pmiparfyaledm as applied to the world to establish its falsity 
“is thus untenable from the Realist’s point of view. 


Па, REVIEW OF VARIOUS THEORIES OF ERROR 
(KHYATIVADAS) 


In this connection, Jayatictha’a AS exhaustively 
reviews all the important theories of Error advanced by 
the Mimamsa, Nydya, Visigtidyaita, Buddhist and Advaita 
‘schools, laying bate their defects and gives a critical 
exposition of Madhva's theory of Error which it calls 
Abhinavanyathakhyati. [The summary of these reviews 
‘and the exposition of Madhva's Abhinavanyathikhyatl 
"according to Jayatirtha has been given by me in my work 
‘Philosophy of Sri Madhyaedrya’, 2nd Edition, Motilal 
Banarasidass, Delhi-7 (pp. 173-180] to which further 
attention is invited. | 
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19, PRESEN 'TABILITY OF THE NON-EXISTENT 
IN ILLUSIONS ESTABLISHED 
It has been shown that the illustration of Swktivajate 
does not fulfil the requirement of its being Sadasad- 
vilakgana or of being liquidated by Jnana on account of 
its being non-existent 


The Advaita philosophers question. this stand taken 
by the Realise philosophers by advancing the Arthüpatti 
argument familiarised by Sankara: sw arta, SpA Hella 
that a non-existent something is incapable of being 
presented to cognition, 


Madhyacarya refutes this contention by pointing out 
that the Advaitin, in order to be able to posit that the 
object presented in illusions like dukiirajata {ч per tun 
son-bebug laredeibakpsga] in addition to its being Sadyt- 
lakgana (other than Páramarthika—real) must certainly 
be conscious of what non-being is, 


The point is this—1It may be possible to put up an 
inference that Sutiferajata (shell-silver) and other {illusory} 
entities presented in our illusory experiences are not 
totally non-existent provided there is logical concomitance 
to substantiate the contention that what is totally non- 
existent cannot be presented to knowledge (in our ilfusions], 
There is no such concomitance, On the contrary, there 
isan actual break-down of such а concomitance in the very 
experience of the Advaitin in having an implicit awareness 
of the presentation of the non-existent in coming to the 
conclusion that the silver apprehended by him in the 
illusion cf Sukti-rajata is offer than *Asat" (and. therefore 
Mita), In order to be able to assert that X is other 
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than Y, a knowledge of the counter-correlative of the 
difference is a necessary precondition, 


ае serra fir | 
ча avt Set fana? (АР) 


It would be absurd to argue that the insistence on the 
absence of presentability of “Asat” ta established by the 
very power of the denial of its presentability, Such a 
contention would be on a par with the dumb man’s 
indistence that the fact that he cannot speak 1s established 
by the very foree of his iteration that he is dumb, The 
self-eontradicion is the same in both the instances,! 


Take the example of a statement like "there are 
horns on this man's head"; Does this statement convey 
апу meaning or not? If it does—does the content of that 
proposition establish something which exists or does not 
exist? The first alternative cannot be true as it would 
rule out contradiction, In the other case how can the 
presentation to knowledge of what is non-existent he 
denied? The plea that it is a case of presentation of the 
indescribable fanirvacant ye! has already been met by show- 
ing that the category of the amirescantya із а myth, More. 
over, if even such things as the hare's horns are not really 
Asat, whence is the otherness ('oailakran ya) which the Advaita 
philosopher is trying to establish for Sukti-rajata? If it is 
from an unnameable something fairupithya} that the 
otherness of Sukti-rajata is intended to be asserted, it 
would be equal to saying that such difference (from the 


l; qatian —— їйї 


Sri ай qhari TARATA, crim чиг, sip 
їйї «Па еа, | (VS p. 57-58] 
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unnameahle] would consist in being nameable or 
expressible (repakkva), Аз no rational being will dispute 
that the silver presented in illusions is expressible, it will 
be ап exercise in futility for the Advaitin to strain so 
much tà establish the obvious fact that the silver presented 
in the illusion is other than unnameable, inexpressible, 


Some writers have argued that the phrase Verafirast 
кейн att stands lor a аа-а vague notion without 
a precise referent, But one would like to know the precise 
status of a Wikalpa. Is it knowledge of ‘something’ 
ar something other than knowledge altogether? In the 
former case, what 1s the purport of the statement that itis 
without a referent берара To Would it mean not 
relerring (о anything at all or referring to a totally поп» 
existent thing! It would be doing violence to one's awn 
experience to hold the first view. Let us take a man who 
has no knowledge that the hare has no horns, Yet this 
person when he hears a statement “hares horns’? uttered 
in his hearing will naturally entertain some idea about the 
horns of the hare which will not in the least be different 
from the knowledge he has about the horns of a созу, In 
the second case, we will have to accept. that the Vikalpa 
refers to knowledge of a totally non-existent something 
and our point is established that the “Asat” тан be 
presented to Cognition, 


20. PRESENTARILITY OF ASAT AS "EXISTING'' 
(SAT) IN DIRECT COGNITION (IN OUR ILLUSIONS) 

The Advaitins rejoin—we do not mean to say the 
заг haa по presentation in knowledge, What is denied 


2. aaraa Tepe рач: р (3) 
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ds that Asai is presentable to immediate perception si 
actual) existing (erates зарна sparcksalayd фай). No 
ane has seen a horn on the head of man as he has seen 
on the head of a cow, But shellesilver (Suétl-rajere) is 
presented to immediate cognition as actually existing in 
the given locus ‘of shell] in Me taster, How then can it 
be dismissed as totally non-existent? — However, as it is 
subsequently sublated it must be classified as neither aiat 
nor fof but as Sadasadpilakragam or mid. 


We answer—The Advaita philosopher also who thus 
regards the silver presented in the illusion as aafriacantya 
admits that there ig a presentation ol identity berween 
Cines!" fidamtet) of the shell and "silver" in the 

illusory perception. Otherwise, there will be no responsive 
activity to pick up the ‘silver’, Here, this "otherwiseness"" 
fanyathatvam) of presentation of the association fsamsarga) 
between the thisness aspect of shell and silverness on the 
-one hand and of silver with “thisness’’ on the other 
has perforce to be recognised. as non-existent (and yet 
presented to immediate perception ат existing). The 
зората cognition Asad epa rajatam pratyabhat (only à поце 
existent silver has been appearing) establishes that the 
silver and its association with the "thisnesa ^ of shell are 
non-existent and yet have been presented ay existent in 
immediate perception in the illusion, — Unless the ‘silwer? 
had been presented as actually cxisting лева there 
could not be any responsive activity Until one has had 
the Hadhakajfiina fredim rajatam) the present. association 
of silver with the aspect of thisnesa (of shell) is not 
experienced by any one as differing in the slightest manner 
from the ана! asseciatien of real silver with the aspect oi 
*thisness!! (Idamtsa) in the judgment idsm rejatam, Неге, 


74 NYAYASUDHA 


we see thal the Муйрїї (concomitance) presumed by the 
Advaitin that what is Asat is mot presented as Sat to 
immediate cognition sfaner dirproved in respect of this other- 
wiseness Галуа а of presentation experienced in the Tilurion, 
One cannot, therefore, rely on the Vy&pti rac con na 
pratlyeta and prove that the silver presented in illusion is 
net non-existent, 


91, ANYATHATVA OF PRESENTATION OF ASAT 
ЛОТ “ANIBVACANTIYA’ IN ITS TURN 

Here the Advaitin comes up with another objection, 
How do you say this element of облагане of presenta- 
tion of the datum in illusion must necessarily be of the 
mon-exinent? We would like to know what the Mayavadin 
means when he says he is not prepared to accept that the 
atherwiseness af presentation іп: respect of the association 
of thisness with silver is Asai Does he hold that this 
contrariness corresponds with actual fact frat) or is 
anireacant ya ? We shall have much to say on the second 
view, As regards the first view, it should be noted that 
auch afhereireners ia presented only in illusions, because if ds 
mám-exipient, If the éontrariness of the true nature of the 
relation belween Mines and silver (in illusions) were true 
to fact, it should be presentable like the shell [and its 
association with its thisness] outside of our Huston обот... 
fo say in palid experience, But auch contrariness is not 
presented in our valid experience but only in ilusory. anes ; 

еле qe gas TAT (4v) 

If the eontrariness presented in illusions were true to fact, 
there can be no sublation, ^ Responsive activity can be 
explained only by admitting that the contrariness is ‘абар 
which will make Asai presentable as Satin том. 
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A closer analysis of the Advaita position that the 
silver presented to cognition in illusions is not sijar but 
amiradia will confirm the point that one cannot do 
without admitting the immediate presentation of some 
element or aspect of Asat as Safin our illusions, however 
much the Advaitin may try to camouflage the issue by his 
dialectical quibblings : 


seri sibus varia гаатай: 


Just see? Granting, for. argument's sake, that the 
silver presented in illusions is, in foin af fact, ‘anirvacaniya’ 
the pertinent question will be dom if comes Be be aciuaily 
presented in inmediate perception in the course of the illusory 
experience, Is it presented as ‘Aairmacantpa’ oc as net-exirlent 
fart) or st actwaliy existing (sat) Тһе first alternative is 
out of the question as itis belied by our experience and 
there can be no responsive activity on either of the first 
two alternatives. And none of us has had any experience 
of an dsat or Pratibhisika silver being capable of evoking 
fruitful responsive activity, In the interest of accounting 
for responsive activity during the illusion, it лет to be 
conceded that (суеп) the Anirvacaniyacsilver deer get reef 
presented in our illusions, contrary to ita true mature, ds 
actually existing зала). This is borne out by our own 
experience during the illusion, Only such an experience 
can account for our responsive activity. It cannot be 
said that responsive activity can be explained dy the bare 
presentation af тирет totlhent predieating fir actual existence 
[sation] at the time. Experience does not lend any 
support to such a contention—-as there is no act of know- 
ing which does not involve a predication or denial in 
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terms of Жой ог Mes mot, We are thus forced to answer the 
question as to how the "Anirvacaniya-silver'" ia actually 
presented te consciousness in the illusion, 


One cannot refuse to answer the question whether the 
existence [sattva) of the so-called Anirvacaniya silver as 
presented in the illusion is in itself existing (54) non- 
existent fasai) or aatroscantya (indescribable), The first 
alternative cannot be admitted, as what is amireacentya 
cannot be really existent feat), For a thing whose existence 
is real (sat) cannot be dubbed as avireacantya, The second 
alternative is unexeeptionable, Sa then, the Vyäpti 
fconcomitance) posited by the Advaitin that what is arat 
is not presented immediately as existent (Sat) breaks down 
in the presentation of the Anirvacaniya silver as sat in 
regard to its sattva-aspect, Henge it is not possible to 
infer that the silver presented in the illusion is not Asaf, 


Tt follows then that just as contrariness of the non= 
existent association of thisness and silver being presented 
as vien has got to be accepted without demur, the 
presentation of this Asa? both as existent and immediate 
has got to be similarly accepted. ‘Therefore, as the 
Vyapti in Лс cen па prettyeta breaks down in reapect of 
this element of Анада of presentation, there is no 
further impediment to our acteptanee of the position of 
Acarya Madhva that it is the non-existent silver that gets 
presented in immediate perception In eur тот, as existent 
(set). 

The Advaita makes another desperate bid to retrieve itg 
position by asserting that the otherwiseness in the presen- 
tation of (Anirvacanlya) silver as Saf is not non-existent, 
The thianess of shell is of course really existent, But its 
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association with silver (in the illusion) is purely anirsacant ya 
аз is the silverness in the apparent silver and, therefore, 
superimposed, In the same way, the silverness in the 
apparent silver is also smirescaafya and its association is 
equally amirestancye being superimposed on the substrate 
of tires. 


In other words, it is existence (зарам) pertaining to 
the shell that is presented in the silver, No separate existence 
is admitted lor the silver. Like the association of ahell 
and mess, the association fsamsarga} of their existence 
too is superimposed on silver and is hence ‘авнаа ya", 
It is this superimposed association of anirvacaniyaesilver 
that is presented in the illusion.! 


We have to point out that if the mutual association 
of fhine and silverness and the association of shell with 
silver are both of them to be treated as аніякая, there 
is bound to be an indefinite regression which can only be 
prevented by agreeing to treat both the associated aspects 
as non-existent and yet presented as existing in immediate 
perception in the illusion of Sukti-rajata, 


етич ena ачы: 
The point is this, What dors the Advaitin meat by 


расса 


1. This ingenius last ditch defence of the Advaita position 
of the impossibility of presentation of any essentially non-exist- 
- ent (ara!) element to immediate cognition er existent in our 
Hlusions has been put up by Citsukha in his Tatteapradipa. — 11 
is hia argument that is being rebutted by Madhva, here in his 
characteristically concise way—whose implications and nuances 
are being fully discussed by Jayatirtha here. This showa how 
precise Madhva and [ayatirtha are in their coverage of the 
Advaita classics of their day (Se Citsmkhé with Vavenapranidini 
Comp. 83 N.S, Presa Edo, Bombay) 


пв NYAYASUDHA 


saying that both the associated aspects are "aufrescantya ^? 
Are they Гура іла or do they belong to the category of 
the Рейдер The first alternative is not acceptable ta 
him and further if it were acceptable the silver presented in 
the illusion would also be sharing in such Vyavah&ürikatva 
[and cease to be Pratibhasika, asit is deemed to be.) On 
the other alternative, the question will bé whether the 
Fratibhüsikassilver is presented to cognition as Рей 
orar Рудвалан ка. Та the former case, there will be no 
responsive activity, Inthe latter case, the further question 
will have to be answered—whether that Vyavahfrikatva 
їз actually existent there or is non-existent. The first alterni- 
tive would involve a sell-contradiction, The other would 
land us in the acceptance of the non-existent appearing ar 
existent and immediate (‘erates satteena aparoksatavd pratttik). 


IU it is further contended that even this latter Vyáva- 
hürikatva is, in its turn, "antreacantya", we will have ta 
repeat the same series af questions ag to how dt dio presented — 
whether ar "anirvacaniva' or ar non-existent or as ехе 
leading to an endless series of superimpositions, 


нач ТЇ нна: (КТУ) 

Where the superimposition comes toa stop there will 
be the same stalemate of absence of responsive activity or 
else an inevitable admission of Fifrsla-pratiti in terms of 
both existence and immediacy for the non-existent (silver) 
in the first instance, 

This regression is not an axiomatic one like that of 
the seed and the sprout and therefore admissible, It can 
not he said that it is without rifts, For the subsequent 
series will be barred by the untenability of the prior 
superimposition and that will retard responsive activity, 
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We cannot say the whole series of superimpositions occur 
a! Me same (ime. For acts of cognition аге not known to 
be simultaneous, It is alsa indisputable that a super- 
| imposition сап be made only after the substrate is 
established, It is idle to contend that the two associations 
- [samsargar) are presented neither es Pratibhasika sar ат 
Vyavaharika, but in their bare essence ('ssarüpens) and that 
therefore there is no question of regression, For unless 
the silver is apprehended as Vyávaharika there will be na 
expectation of response-satisfaction and therefore. no 
responsive activity. 


In the RealisUs position, the non-existent silver is 
presented to immediate cognition ar existent. Here 
the very predication of the silver in the context of the 
illusion signifies its existence, во much so there is no need 
for a second cognition that the ‘existence’ presented 
exists, The predication accounts for responsive activity, 


But as the Advaita school recognises internal distinc- 
tions of 'sattvam as paramdrthika, evarabarita and prat- 
bhüska and as а bare presentation will not be suficient to 
evoke or explain responsive activity, there із асаре for ask- 
‘ing for further clarification by means of Vikalpa—and the 
answers to the Vikalpas may lead to an endless regression 
Water 2118: eguarely admitted that the" Anirsacaniya-riloer " does 
tt fretented to immediate perception es sal which ia tantas 
mount to accepting aya epp атаара netos: ie зто, 


22, UNTENABILITY OF ANADYAINANA 
IN NIRVISESADVAITA 
It has been shown that Adhyasavada does not satis- 
factorily explain the bondage of souls. ‘The assumption 
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af primeval ignorance as the material cause of world- 
appearance is also equally untenable, The operation of 
auch AjBüana would need a base (asrayay aud an object to 
envelop and obscure, They are not available to Nirvise- 
sadvaita, Henge the assumption of MülajBána is arrested, 
As the finitisation of Jivacit is contingent on the play of 
Ajfigna upon Suddhacit, the former can be neither the 
base nor the field [игу] of Ajfana. As the Jada is by 
nature non-luminous, it is incapable of intuiting itself 
огап ‘etter’, Henge there is no pont in any obscuration 
of the Jada, Moreover, if Mülavidy& should have the 
Jada as its base of operation, there will be na presen- 
tation of Avidva to our knowledge, For presenation to 
cognition is possible either by reason of the thing in 
question being self-Iuminous or by reason of its base being 
so, But as Avidya is by nature non-Iuminous and as its 
base, the Jada, is equally so there will be no evidence of 
the err of Avidyd, We are thus left with only Brahman 
as the base [йт] for the operation of Ajina, As 
Brahman is by hypothesis flawless (eiravadva] it cannot be 
the base of Avidya or give any quarter toit, ‘That apart, 
one will have to answer the question as to what is it that 
the Ignorance which has its base in Brahman obstructs or 
obscures? Foran obscuration or obstruction араара) 
having a hase somewhere, obscures or obstructs some aspect 
of a given something firey), In the present case, 
Ajfiàna will have to obscure Brahman's own being (Searls) 
ог some aspect of it or some of its attributes, or else 
something offer thas Brahman. Gut as Brahman is by 
hypothesis Nirvisesa {aspectless) it is impossible for Ajtüna 
to obscure or obstruct Irem shining forth either the entire 
essence of Brahman or any particular aspect or part thereof 
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Гог any of its attributes—beeause Nirvidega Brahman is 
conecived їп be without amy parts, or aspects whatsoever 
(nirdharmaka). Whatis more, as Brahman is by definition 
-self«Iuminous there is no possibility of its obscuration by 
anything else. 

It cannot be said that though the essential. nature of 
Brahman is not obacurable, its attributes of being without 
“a second (партр and the like come to be obscured by 
Ajiiana {апа duality and plurality of existence come to 
"be projected), Though Brahman is really attributeless; 
"dt comes to be invested with unreal attributes. These (like 
vadvitivetoa) tho’ inseparable from Caitanya appear fo dë 
diferent from otis essence and hence as sech they are mifhya 
Тапа get obscured), This explanation too is unsatisfactory, 
The point is this, Attributes such as Фара coming 
"to be obscured hy А]йапа counet be obscured as fy are the 
‘essence af Braiman, The essence (varia) of Brahman being 
Svayamprakada feelf-luminous) cannot es suet be obscured, 
"Their obscuration, if at all, ean take place only qua 
attributes. But as attributes, they have been declared {о 
"be mitoa and mithpd-attributes cannot be thought of withe 
out reference to an А]йапа, For anything sia, other than 
"Ajfina, is held in the Advaita system to be a Product of 
Ajina. As Ajfiána cannot operate as an obscuring agent 
without something (isaya) te obscure in Brahman it would be 
‘in need of some millyariiepr to obscure, But mithyanisesas 
"again would presuppose the operation of Ajiina, There 
will thus be a hopeless interdependence between them. 


иеа етая аач atat (АР) 
Moreover, beginningless Ajnana, in the Advaita 


system, being mitiyd must ipsa facte. be superimposed, Аз 
Ns 6 
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superimposition is itself duc to ignorance (јана) the root 
cause fufadina) of the superimposition of Ajnána would 
have to be another Ajfiana and that will have to go back 
upon an earlier parent and so on indefinitely —unless 
the parent«Ajnana itself is admitted to be real, in which 
case, its produet—viz;, bondage, would also become real, 
instead of being minya., Ione and the same Ajfiána is both 
its own cause and effect, there will be self-dependence. 


Theexplanation that the superimposition of Ajfiana 
is beginningless (avdai) does not solve the problem, Such 
superimposilion (тора / has to be either natural (грамата) 
to Brahman or else having an assignable cause (sahetute). 
There is no third alternative, If then, Ajninaropa is 
Svabhavika, it cannot be reversed or got rid об, If dt is 
caused by another *Aropa* and that by another and so on; 
there is bound to be an endless regression, 

There i$ also another serious difficulty, Even accord- 
ing to the view that there is only one beginningless Ajmina, 
rather than a series of regressive superimposed ones, such 
Avidy& has necessarily to be conceived in Advaita philos- 
ophy as merely ‘Pratibhasika® or an appearance of Avicya 
without an intrinsic reality (аурат тат of its own, 
But such an appesrance [буйга | of Anadyavidyà to the 
unattached (erga) spotless 'aiikalanka) Suddhacattanya 
(pure consciousness) will sw be possible without the 
operation of another Ajfüána and that without another 
and so on indefinitely, 


"3. POSTULATION OF BHAVARUPAJNANAVADA 
IN ADVAITA 

The Advaitavadin argues: Beginningless, positive yet 

indefinable Nescience ia а fact of experience, The difi- 


ОП]КАЗАЮНКАКВАНАМ 83 










culties, real or imaginary, in the way of establishing the 
self as its locus and object have to be overcome, иней, 
They cannot be allowed to repudiate the experience of 
“Bhavartpajiiana itself, Its existence and liquidation by 
true knowledge of the self have the support of Pratyaksa, 
 Anumana, Bruti and Arthapatti [presumptive reasoning). 


It is within our personal experience that I am 
ignorant", ‘1 da not know myself or others", This 
experience cannot be dismissed as опе of mere absence af 
knowledge (jianabhdea) rather than of a positive Ignorance, 
For, it is an Өте experience (aparekrarabhdsa] like the 
"experience of one's own happiness faham suit}, Ла 
absence of something is not open to direct. perception but 
“to a special (sixth) Pramana called ‘Abhiva’ or 'Anupa- 
labdhi’ by the Mimamsakas and the Advaitins who follow 
them, Even these who hold the theory that the absence 
of a thing is also directly perceived (белаб рата" 
abhdverddingh} cannot claim to perceive absence of knowl- 
edge directly, in the absence of the perception of the Self 
as its locus and the counterpositive (frativegt) of the said 
adhara viz., the УЯЛ їн. LP one has such knowledge 
of them, he cannot very well say ‘there is absence of 
knowledge’ in me [mayi jadadbhdve asit). 


If jHündbhisa із to be established by inference, the 
latter must be based on a suitable mark of inference such 
as the absence of ‘‘cognisedness’’ (jndtattbhavah)', ‘That 
again would be impossible when one has already the 


1. According to the Mimámsakas ‘knowledge’ ia only 
inferred through the mark of 'cognisedness" раѓа and is not 
open to immediate perception, Jidnabhiva too is, likewise, 
open enly £a. inference, 


Ы 
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knowledge of the self as the abode (area) of such absence 


of knowledge and of the Faia itself as the counterpositive 
of the negation, 


The concept of Bhüvarüpajfna is not open to auch 
difficulties, For, according to the Advaita school, it is 
revealed and cognised by the witness-Self, And 5akgi- 
caitanya cannot liquidate its own datum, Its removal is 
brought about by Pramügajüina thro’ «antahtarananyiti. 
While Saksicaitanya reveals and bears witness to the 
presence of Bhavarüpájfana, the Caitanya reflected in the 
анааан liquidates this Ajfiana by lifting the veila£ 
obstruction surrounding the object in question, caused by 
Anadi-bhavarüpajfiana, The awareness of Bhaüvarüpa- 
jfidna by the Saksicattanya is not therefore antagonistic 
to its continued existence till its final liquidation. And 
there are as many such Bhaüvarüpüjninas as there are 
Jiitnas (рани? jfüdndni livanti ajfandai). 


Ihe experience in deep sleep '* I did not know any- 
thing, " recalled immediately on waking up, establishes 
Bhavarüpajnina as directly perceived by the Sakgi, It 
cannot be treated as an inference about the absence of 
knowledge in the state of Sugupti, as there is. no suitable 
mark of inference, Absence of contributory factors 
(лата) in the production of knowledge such as sensory 
contact or change of state of the percipient cannot be 
presumed to be the marks of inference, aa Meir absence in 
deep sleep will depend on the prior. establishment of the 
fact that there is a total absence af all knowledge in 
Susupti, Жог can absence of memory of the presence of 
any knowledge in Sugupti be adduced as a sufficient ground 
to establish absence of knowledge, then. For, everything 
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known of experienced need not necessarily be 'remem- 
"bered* later, The Fiarama has formulated a well-known 
syllogism? to establish Bhavarüpajnàna that the diraya and 
I raya of this А}ййпа are the same as those of the knowl- 
edge itself (Janena samandsryanijayam Баратын ај лат) : 

| “Valid knowledge of an object arising from percep- 
tion presupposes the existence af same positive substan ce, 
other than its own prior hon-existence and which is 
present in its own locus and has heen veiling it all along. 
This shrouding veil is removed by valid knowledge and 
he ohject is exposed to view, just as the rising flame from 
а lamp lighted in à dark room uncovers the object till 
hen unmanifested to one’s vision'', 


Further, all superimposed effects like the асрала of 
ego-consciousness [айа Айта) on the pure self or al silver 
on the shell have to be recognized as products of same 
Mnreal material sing, For, f thetr гаша were. veal the effects 
too will heve to be real, This is belied by the unreality of 
the silver in illusions as established by the correcting 
cognition, If then, this unreal material stuff (ainina) 
should have had a beginning, it will have to be traced to 
an earlier one of the same nature and that to yet another 
and so on аа знн. This can only be averted by 
jositing that the original Ајйапа which is the source of 
all subsequent Adliyásas in life is itself beginningless 
(ала). The liquidation of Bondage by jffana, as affirmed 
by the Srutis, being otherwise inexplicable, necessitates 
the acceptance of Ровузғ Арапа as the material cause 


B ————— 


2. пий gaa aaan — 
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of bondage, which is terminable by the knowledge af the 
Atman, Brutis like ‘Tama mit, "Mayam tu Prakrtim 
vidyat’’ also establish that there is Вһачагпрајпяпа, 


without a beginning. 


94, JAYATIRTHA'S REFUTATION OF 
BHAVARÜPAJSANA 


The evidence of Pratyakga adduced by the Advaitin ts 
not conclusive as it is equally true of Ajfiana conceived as 
nothing more than mere absence of knowledge [d ham 
ajfaly mam anyan са па janet), instead of being regarded as 
a beginningless positive entity, One is not bound ta 
accept the Mimamsaka view that Abhavajiiina is produced 
enis by the Sixth means of proof called Anupalabdhi, 
The difficulties raised in bringing the knowledge of 
jüsnahhava directly under Pratyaksa both in respect of 
one's having a knowledge of the subject [айлин] of which 
it is predicated and the counterpositive to which it refers 
cannot be carried feo far. Otherwise, there will be no 
room even for the Advaitin to speak of absence of knowl- 
edge in any instance and no need to refute it. If such 
absence of knowledge is cognized by the Sakgicaitanya, 
according to him, an experience Пе" Араш ajnah’’ сап 
alio. be treated in the same way, instead of on a different 
footing as à case of positive ignorance, For, if an object 
is competent to be knowable by Pratyaksa, its absence too 
will be so, ‘The Advaitin is prepared to admit that the 
absence of knowledge in Bugupti is known by the 5aksi. 
The experience of I have по knowledge of myself" in 
Susupti can also be treated. likewise, instead of being 
regarded as а case of Bhavarüpainana. 
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The Vivarana-anumana in support of Bhávarüpajfüna 
has been analysed and refuted by us in the Vaddseli and 
elsewhere, It suffers from the flaw that the attribute of 
* lighting ир?* (prakasakateam]) of the object is not of identi- 
cal nature in respect of knowledge and the ‘Hame: Infer- 
ence based on mere verbal similarity of usage will lead 
to vagarious results such as that the cow and apeech 
bath have horns as both of them are denoted by the same 
word ‘gauh? inthe Sanskrit language, It isirreleyant to 
say that knowledge and a flame are both anlagonistic to 
darkness (Галав). One is entitled to ask if this Tamas is 
Ауу ог mere absence of light, The former is absent 
in the illustration ofthe lamp, It it is mere darkness, 
there is no compresent darkness {anugatatemas) in absence 
of knowledge ( jane) and absence of light. Tfillumination 
(реа ааа) is construed as being an instrument of 
knowing, the light of the lamp is only an accessory to the 
organ of aight and not the actual instrument (гет) in 
the production of knowledge, If ' prakaü£akalvam stands 
for being an accessory to knowledge, that condition is nat 
[ча by knowledge, aa knowledge cannot be treated as 
"an accessory to its own production | 


































The other contention of some Advaiting that Bhava- 
“Tipajfidna £r mer amsiable [o proof as itis itself to be liqui- 
"dated by ''Pramanajfina ^" and what is rescinded by a 
"Pramasa cannot obviously be taken to be “* established © 
fas a fact) by the same Pramapa and that therefore 
"Bhavarnüpajfiüina has to be accepted axiomatically, without 
proaf, 15 equally «isu, If Dhavarüp&jhána is not 
amenable to proof, there is no point in Advaitic dialecti- 
"elans like Citsukha and Prakagatman adducing fine-spun 
ayllogisms to establish its existence. 
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We have already seen that there are no grounds to 
hold that bondage i$ terminable by jnana a/ese and that 
therefore it must be deemed to be a product of beginning- 
less nescience, The Srutis cited by the Advaitin admit of 
quite a different meaning, ? 


The argument based on Adhysa that it роса back 
upon à beginningless Neselence is unsustainable, Take 
the case of the illusory experience of silver in shell which 
consists of an object (arita) and its cognition (jaina). 
Here there is no sublation (Раба) of the awareness of the 
appearance dy such as there is in respeet of the content= 
element of "silver", The knowledge of the “ 
the erroneous cognition is a transformation of the minds 
а (agtahtararagarigdma) and as such it is real as it is not 
contradicted, The objection that if the said awareness of 
silver in the illusory experience is real it would validate 
the experience of silver is not correct, The awareness of 


silver. "* in 


3, "Taras" referred toin the Rg Vedic text. by Upalaksana, 
signifies the other two strands of Prakrti which із а real substance 
as the predicate ds bears out, As the statement about the 
existence of 'lTamas"* in Prajava is made after the series of 
negations of other things, made earlier, Tamas has got to be 
placed in a different category with Salilsm: whose existence aleo 
is allirmed in the Mantra (Safilam sarcam d idem). If whatever 
із left after the series of negations made is to be adjudged asun- 
real (or witthyd) the ** Tad ekam ' the supreme Brahman which 
ia alfirmed to be existing after the negation [Anii endian soadiayd 
Lad ekam) would also have to be put down ag “ anirvacaniya "*. 

As for the ‘Svetidvatara text, the proper construction of tha 
Bruti ія that the Prakrti composed of its three strands of Selva 
rajas and tamat is designated in some Srutis by the name of 
Miya or the power wielded by the supreme Being (Mahedvara} 
who is therefore called * Мау?" the possessor of Maya), 
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silver in the illusion is a fact which is nef contradicted?. 
However, as the content of that cognition (viz., ‘* silver ^^) 


js disproved by Bádhakajfiána, the cognition of silver is 


not considered to be a correct knowledge (yatharite }, An 
experience of something does not always imply that its 


objective content must necessarily be real and true, Such 
‘a presumption is belied in the case of S&ksicaitanya itself, 


in Advaita philosophy, where the Sakágicaitanya, though 


real, is admitted to cognice the unreal silver in error (birama H 


There is no difficulty im maintaining that the 


q experience of the absence of knowledge (jadnabhave) in 


опе? own self in Sugupti can also be brought under 
inference, The non-perceptian of the minor term (рок) 


wig the Self or “Aham in this condition cannot be said 


(to stand in the way of the inference, The existence of 
"the self as the minor term can also be inferred from the 
change of state [rom Sugupti to waking lifé in which the 


person who makes the inference knows himself to be 
"implicated. 


Thus we find the arguments adduced by the Pürva- 


v paksa in favour of accepting *anüdi-bhavarüpájnana" on 


the basis of Pratyaksa, Anumana and Agama are all 
unsustainable. 

Our critique of Bhavaripajfiina posited by the Advaita 
does nol wigan that we [Dvaitavedantins) are opposed to it 


EL дун" and that it has па place in our own aystem ol of 





tai кеш: со anti aga- 
na ama ҮП, 1, 14) 
35. Read: fea a ast ттлт ЧЁП, РЕ aa, 
печа aa ачаа spe | (AS р. 64 bj 
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philosophy, as the penultimate source of heginningless 
Bondage. Our view of Bhayartipajfiana and its role in 
bringing about the bondage of Souls from time immemorial 
and their transmigration at the Will af God has been set 
forth at some length already and it will be elucidated Tur- 
ther in the next section dealing with the five different ways 
in which the Acdrya’s own theory of Bondage christened 
hy him as "Svabhavajfnavada'' necessitates the accept- 
ance of Bhavarupajnina. This Bhavarüpa]nina in the 
Siddhinta has two facets of Paramfechadika and Jivaccha- 
dika, operating under the inscrutable will and power of 
the Supreme Lord which is designated as his Acintyadbuta- 
заки, 

Dar point and purpose in refuting the doctrine of 
Bhavarüpajnina at such length ia to make it clear that 
its conception and application to Nirvisesa-Cinmütra- 
Brahmavada of Sankara do not and cannot bear scrutiny.” 


25, SVABHAVA-AJNANAVADA THE ONLY VIABLE 
ALTERNATIVE REALISTIC THEORY OF 
BEGINNINGLESS BONDAGE AND 
ITS. TERMINATION 

Madhvacarya therefore offers hia Svabhavajfinavada 
as the only viable alternative to Saükara's Brahimajiana- 





4. The strong criticism of Bhivaripijiina in Advaita by 
Madhva, Jayatlrtha and. Vyasatirtha in their works that such 
Ajhàna can as well be treated as absence of knowledge Срат 
Бейра), instead of a positive entity, has evidently been respons 
sible for the mistaken view entertained by many noted setelars 
and writérs on Midian philosophy like Oergubta and Dr. K. Narain that 
“ignorance in Madhva'’a system is à negative substance", See 
my олору af Sri Madhcsesrya (2nd. Edn, Motilal Banarsidass, 
Delhi p. 261 fn. and pp. 420-423 fn. for their refutation, 
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vida, In this theory, it is the jivatman, who is intrinsi- 
cally different from Brahman, who is the üsraya (abode) of 
real and beginningless positive ignorance | bhüssrüpaajBina). 
The sovereign attributes of the Lord and the jivatman's 
true relation to the Lord, his satelagical dependence on the 
Lord and some of his own personal attributes or properties 
like innate blissfulness are the objects абара) of his 
beginningless ignorance from which he is to be delivered 
by the Lord. The Acdrya, as usual with him, formulates 
his theory in the briefest terms; 


mamamaga fata nasa, (AT) 

This is a highly capsulated formulation which is 
charged with great resilience of thought! and a multipli- 
city af meanings and significance——carrying à built-in 
defence against many ol the objections which had. been 
levelled against the Advaita theory. 


As the Acarya has not spelt out these details in 
the present context, Jayatirtha provides them and elucidates 
them in his masterly way, coordinating the relevant 
details found scattered in the Acürya's works here and 
elsewhere, supplying or uncovering missing links and 
bringing out the hidden nuances of thought—thereby 
demonstrating the rich suggestiveness of the Acarya’s 
wards: mpm. fasta, and the aptness of his own 
opening statement ; 


ygan wem W We 


It may be objected that even fivajfianavaüda is mo! 
free from difficulties, In the first place, it recognises that 








1, CE дийди agh areal пети ager oa атая 
Агата: | (АР) 
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bsginningless positive ignorance /Addporipajwing) which 
obscures the Jiva is real—-which makes its termination 
logically impossible. Secondly, the theory makes some 
of the intrinsic properties of Jivatman such as his true 
knowledge of himself and his blissfulness subject to 
obscuration by beginngless ignorance, As the properties 
ofthe Jivatmana in their pristine form are, in Madhva's 
own Siddhanta, identical with his acli-luminous being, it 
ecems equally impossible that they should come to be 
obscured by ignorance! And na convincing reason can 
be fnund tà make it intelligible as to Aem a part of the 
nature and properties of an admittedly selÉ-Inminous being 
like the Jiva can possibly become obscured by ignorance, 
especially in the face of the accepted identity of the Jiva’s 
altributes with his essence of being. No doubt, the 
Siddhantin turns to the Supreme Being, in the last ana- 
lysis, to get over this difficulty, But tha’ the Supreme 
Being is admittedly all-powerful, there must be some 
plausible reason to hold that God's will brings about 
the obscuration ef part of the sclf-Iuminous nature and 
properties of the Jivátman and subjects them to ignorance, 
from time immemorial and keeps His own relation to 
the Jivatman and His own true nature and august attri- 
butes obscured from the knowledge of the Jivatman in 
Samaira, 


To all these objections Madhva's answer is couched 
in his characteristically laconic way : 


aagana feta aud) (4v) 


"These difficulties do not arise in ‘‘Svabhavajfianavada,*’ 
This statement seems to be highly enigmatic, What is 
meant by the phrase "Svabháva-ajfána-Váda' t How 





JIJSASADHIKARANAM 93 


does it overcome these objections? Javatirtha gives 
amplitude to this Sürra-like utterance of Madhya. 


26, FIVE DIFFERENT EXPLANATIONS OF 
“SVABHAVAJNANAVADA® 
Jayatirtha's brilliant analysis and elucidation af the 
compound provides the answer, He splita it in five differ- 
ent ways and explains the constitutive elements of the 
compound gramqmera in appropriate ways bringing cut their 
details and nuances of thought as intended by the Дойра, 
(1) The first interpretation isin terms of the Jivatman ; 
ныд aaa eat 909: 
The term “ар? in the masculine! denotes the Jivatman 
"who has knowledge Phara] of his own being.? Accord- 
ingly, Svabhavajiianavaida will signify such beginningless 
Ignorance as has for its base (airaya | the Jivatman and 
obscures part of his attributes, 
ГИЧ azo ЖШН ae: жрт? 
Such a theory would be free [rom the incompatibilities 
which have been shown to confront Jadájránaváda on the 


1. On this point references have been given to the Amara- 
кайт, Mediut and Hemacandra in Vidvüdhisa's commentary on the 
AS. 

2. "mp! її: meme шщ: | pp Гн: af 
ЦЕ Prarie waa: чет e | (Raghavendra SP) 

3. The reader will do well to note that Acirya Madhya 
has shown great sagacity and resourcefulness in resorting to 
'"tamtra' in using the term Srabhdpa instead of [iva so that the 
same term can be made to refer to both the Jivatman and 
Brahman and aome other facts according to the exigencies of 
interpretation offered in the interest of economy ol words of 
which he is an embodiment and master, 


(CE, qaii чча ast дета sg afeti р (M. Vig.) 
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one hand and Brahmajüinavada on the other, The 
acceptance of Jivajfiana renders the proposed inquiry 
(Пазл | purposeful, 

(2) The second interpretation of Svabhivájnina is 
that such Ajfána existe ie fact and in reality (sraya era 
Балеа у ie., to say, it is xat a product of ignorance 
(ajfanopadanaka] and therefore, unreal, as in the Advaita 
view [stayam eva bharati, anf 10 seabkdpah, na уналаа), 
Since such Ajfiana exists as a matter of fact, it is mof à 
product of Ignorance, It is free fram the fallacy of mutual 
dependence which, as has been shown, vitiates the 
Advaita view of superimposed Ignorance, 


[3] The third interpretation of “Syabhava’ is the 
Independent Being—the Lord, as well as the intrinsic 
attributes (kava)! of the Jivatman such as his metaphysical 
dependence on the Lord and his blissfulness, The Jiva 
in Samsara isin profound ignorance of his own blissful 
essence and his own limitations and dependence on the 
Lord and wrongly assumes independence of initiative 
in his attitude and behaviour in mundane life. As this 
ignorance on the part of the Jiva is subject to the Lord's 
will frettalfa) and power, the difficulties present in the 
view of йәш an independent sell-luminous Being such as 
Brahman or the Suddha-Caitanya сап at all, in any 
manner, become ignorant of its meh real mainte are avoided 
in this theory {йай н na fad bharet d 

(4) Svabhavajfiana signifies that Ajfiána as accepted in 
the Siddhanta is nalural and mot mifvabhüte, This precludes 
the fallacies of interdependence and others which have 
been shown to be unavoidable on the Advaitic theory of 
Mithy&-Ajfiaua. 
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(2) The last explanation of Svabhava-Ajflanavada 
is that the term Svabhiva signifies the Independent Being 
—the Lord, who is Svatantra—i sperat ld promttipraerti pu 
Barünapek;sh], Tt is within the competence of such an 
Independent Being to keep a part of his own nature and 
part of the attributes of the selfluminous Jiva obscured by 
Hir Wi, for a teleological purpose, This theory overcomes 
the difficulty faced by Advaita philosophy in having to 
make an insentient principle yada) like Ajfana hold 
sway over Suddha-Caitanya or Brahman and obscure the 
attributes of Svarüpnanda and of its being without a 
second Cadetityateddidharmgh], which are by hypothesis 
identical with the Svaprakaüsasvaraüpa of Nirvisesa— 
Caitanya itself, 


27. RELATIVE MERITS OF JIVAJNANA AND 
BRAHMAJNANAVADAS 


[After briefly outlining the foregoing explanations, 
[гуа а assesses. the relative merits of the two theories 
by way of summing up the discussion. He observes— 
бегаа atone Баам) "There is no difficulty in the Kealist'a 
pesition accepting that bondage is real and is due to 
beginningless ignorance which is also real, Such accept- 
ance does not deprive the Brahma- Mimümsa Sastra of an 
appropriate subject and the purposefulness af its study, 
as docs the Advaita view of bondage For we accept that 
this Ajfiana has the Jivatman for its Pase (3sraya] and that 
it wefs on fhe Tria and obscures (part ol) Ais nature. 
This is possible because the Jivitman in our Siddhdnta is 
himsell different (rom the Supreme Brahman and is not 
identical with Him, He is also of the very сазспсе of 
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knowledge or consciousness, Hence there is no difficulty 
in his being e draye of Ajfiana, unlike the Jada (insenti- 
ent} which being unconscious ‘Aprakagasvarfipa’, can lose 
nothing by becoming obscured by ignorance or gain 
anything by its removal. However, the Jivatman not= 
withstanding his Self-luminosity freapretdiswa) becomes 
partly exposed to ignorance and. obscuration in regard to 
Paramatman and in regard to some of his own attributes, 
Here, it should be noted that though these attributes af 
dk@nda etc,, are not absolutely different from his self- 
luminous personality, still his attributes are not Mirvisega- 
ahhinna but conceived to be Savisesibhinna with him or 
standing in a relation of "identity in difference" with 
him. "This is rendered possible hy the play of Swariipa= 
Viéesas which constitute the essence of being of every 
entity! There is no difficulty therefore in conceiving and 
understanding how the Jiva eam really become partially 
abreured and subject to ignorance in regard to some of his 
attributes, Even this partial obscuration of the Jiva's 
attributes is rendered possible to beginningless ignorance 
mo! solely by its own power but as charged with the 
inscrutable power of the Lord, which is wondrous and is 
as such deemed to be capable of accomplishing what is 
normally considered ta be unaccomplishable but ia tiever- 


theless found to be true in universal experience.* 


[. CF жаң eragiqaeceadaange: fsa агн fua: asia 
qarqa (AE) 

2. qu mppSI err, чї CERT лг, ЧЧ эти ETHER S, 
ай ant: mener fea, curt еттерге (аце 
aha: aman seta, ятт ча, ииүү teat чач: | 
чш «йан aged -neinnenk, aaf гратче етта ча ea 
fra, я aur dare gem snp o WS. p. 64) 
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28, INEXPLICABILITY OR DURGHATATVA 
OF AVIDYÀ IN ADVAITA 
The Advaitin here may probably interpose that it 
would be much simpler to rely on the proverbially 
mysterious ways nf Avidy8 to explain the abscurities 
surrounding the obscuration of Atman’s Svaprakaga- 
Caitanya (tho’ seemingly impossible] them to call to aid 
the inserutable power of the Supreme Brahman to make 
the obscuration understandable, For Avidya or Ajfiana is 
already grees and by its very nature it i» prone to be 
vagarinus and bring together irreconcilables. To quate 
from the {анан (1.140) : 
ЧЕН 1907 ST Hp ЧИЯ | 
mete, еа ЗАТЕ zi wm |! 
Hence no logical incongruity can prevent its sway and 
no high brows need be raised about it, 


Acirya Madhva's rejoinder is simple, yet disconcerting, 
ls it Avidy&'s nature to accomplish bath the accomplish- 
able and unaccomplishable or only the latter? If the 
former, Avidya cannot operate in matters which are 
explicable otherwise, In the latter case, in order to 
merit its title of being able to accomplish only the 
unaccomplishables and the inexplicables it should be able 
to dispense with a base (гете and witness (sats) In the 
person of the Апап, That would do away with the 
witness-conscibusness of Ajfiana and open the door to 
Nihilism, 

The Advaitin may rejoin—How is the position 
bettered in appealing to the inscrutable power of God? 
The answer is clear, Tavardakti (Divine power] is not ao 
NS 
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unprincipled as Avidyd, It iz taken to be able to ace 
complish all that is feasible as well as what is generally 
deemed to be not feasible or is impracticable by ordinary 
shindards—provided they are established (l'as accomplished} by 
indisputable evidence of experience, Such is not the attitude 
of the Advaitin towards As Avida d He seems to give 
carte bianche to Avidys, to ride roughshod over everything 
in the world and force them all inte its Procrustean bed. 
If this unmitigated away of Avidy& were to be accepted, 
one may have to bid good bye to the requirement that 
our knowledge and desires must have their appropriate 
objects, 


since the position of Ajana in Advaitavaida as an 
explanation of bondage is thus wholly untenable, the 
whole edifice of Brahmamimümsa S4stra collapses for 
want of the preliminary requisites of a purposeful philos- 
ophical inquiry, In order to be able to initiate an inquiry 
there must needs be a real ignorance or want of knowledge 
of the subject (or even partial knowledge), an inquirer 
who is either ignorant, or holds opposite views or is in 
genuine doubt over the matter, and a subject which is not 
already known and the removal of ignorance about it as 
a result of the investigation. As none of these requisites 
is possible to be realised. in WNirvisesadvaitavüda, it ia maf 
worthy of attention 7 


aret s Рата maa. | 
aaae «p ЕЧ татай Йй: db (АР) 


Quite a powerful and deserved indictment indeed, 





l. See Vücaspati's statement in his Bhamati apa tert 
"rarae anser ean Ararat (1.4.22) 
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29. JIVA BRAHMA AIKYA—AN UNTENABLE 


THESIS 





[Advaitavada propounds the unreality of bondage to 
substantiate its belief in the onenesa of Jiva and Brahman 
as the true purport of the Brutis, After his thorough- 
going refutation of it, Acarya Madhva turns his attention 
ta the examination of the other, | 


The Advaitin relegates the Mantra and Brahmana 
parts of the Vedas as not-truth-declaring (w-fafedeedeta,! 
and as intended only for the middling humanity [seidpad- 
eae) and gives prominence ta the Upanisads alone— 
particularly to a few Mahiyakyas? (‘top-ranking’ texts) 
like “Ta fram. an^ which are taken to teach the identity of 
Jiva and Brahman. There, the words beginning with 
“el alone existed in the beginning!" are intended to refer 
ta the true nature af the Tat Accordingly, other texts 
like *"One who thinks I smell" are all to be co-ordinated 
with it. The cosmological texts (dealing with the creation 
and evolution of the world} are all to be eonstrued as 
repetitive of fasmgdatas Facts already known otherwise 
and as intended to highlight the о-га character ГРД 
райо) of the Supreme Reality, The meditations on 
Prana and other principles prescribed in the Upanisads 
are intended to aid the final understanding of the truth of 
oneness of all existence by control and turning away of 
the mind from external phenomena, Hence, it is the 
oneness of Jiva and Brahman that is the chief purport of 





I. This term is a coinage of the Bambrebasdriraka, 

2. ‘The term '"mahivükya' is evidently of Post-Sankara 
origin. Tt is. not found used by him in any of his authentic 
works like the Sttrabhasya or Upanisad-bhüsyas. 
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the Upanisads, As their instrument of interpretation the 
Brahma Mimfmsa Sastra also Aes to be aligned with the 
same point of view, 


With reference to the above, Acirya Madhya says— 
leaving aside the picturesque Prakriy& of how to ca. 
ordinate the divergent streams of Vedic and Upanisadic 
thought with the oneness of Jiva and Brahman, the *Mahá- 
vükyas* themselves on which the Advaita philosophers set 
ao much store do ae! bear the interpretation put upon 
them,—if examined properly. 


For it must be presumed that the Brahmanhood of 
Teampadarthe (Jiva) must he taught in the primary sense 
and significance of the words Taf and Tram or by Jebeda- 
johatlaksana or resort to identity of bare essence of being, 
by discarding the mutually contradicting attributes af 
‘Tat’ and ‘Team’ as they are established by the means of 
proof which predicate their existence wharmigrakate 
pramana). 

Neither of the two ways of construing is feasible. 

For, either way, there is bound to be serious conflict 
with our perceptual experience /Pratratia) which bears 
clear witness to the reality of universal experience of the 
joys and sorrows of life of the foambadirtha, as doer and 
enjoyer of the fruits of life. How can there be no contra- 
diction with this consolidated experience of humanity if 
the text should convey the identity of this fsampadértha (the 
Jiva) im the primary sense, with what is signified by Та! 
[padàrtka ) r 

l. For a notable example, the reader is referred to Mà 


thought-provoking interpretation of Tat dram ast and its brilliant 
exposition by Jayatirtha in the ЕТА]. 
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Mor can the proposed identity he attempted on the 
basis of a rarefied identity by denuding the Tet and Trom- 
padarthas of their mutually contradictory properties and 
positing a bare tensity of pure being or consciousness 
('cinmitraikya] thra* what is styled Залаа йа акан, 


The difficulty is—how are these mutually contradictory 
properties of Tat’ and 'Tvam' to he se! rid of? By 
not caring to take them into account freaksdiidea) or 
because they are both impermanent fanifya! ; or because 
both of them are unreal fmithya! p Refusing to take the 
mutual contradictory properties inte account will not 
abolish the contradiction!, If they are to be viewed as 
impermanent, the identity can materialise only afterwards 
and long after and not hold good Aere and now. But the 
text uses the present tense (Tat tvam ast) instead of the 
future tense (Tat tvam bhasisyast), So this explanation is 
futile, Mor сап the respective attributes of Jiva and 
Brahman such as the metaphysical dependence of the one 
and the independent existence of the other, the limited 
knowledge and powers of the jiva and the omniscience 
and almightiness of the Lord be dismissed or treated аз 
куй in order to. force them into an identity of being, 
The mithyatea of experience of difference between Jiya 
and Brahman involves а serious conflict with Pratyaksa, 
The finiteness of the Jivasvariipa and the infinitude of 
Brahman are both permanent attributes and cannot be 
got rid of, 


The Advaita pleads that there is no authority to set 
aside the statement of Sruti because of the opposition 
from Pratyaksa. Such a thing is nowhere seen, On the 


L cf. q ёч euren 33211] sp quaft | (Viska) 
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other hand, Pratyaksa is anterior to the Sruti and is open 
to flaws while the operation of the Sruti is posterior and 
Sruti is flawless. Fratyaksa apprehenis the self as subject 
to duffering and pain, while Bruti represents the pure aell 


as free [ram all limitations, 


30. CRITERION OF LPAJIVYAPRAMANA 


This line of argument is not correct, Савез of the 
literal meaning of Srutis having to be modified on account 
of conflict with Pratyakga are not unknown, The well 
known text: Fajamdaah Prestarah (the bundle of трба 
grass is the sacrificer) has been assigned a figurative 
meaning on account of patent conflict with Pratyaksa in 
the Pūrva Мітап $ästra (PMS i1,4.23)',— The identity 
of Jiva and Brahman apparently conveyed by Tar Team 
Ast and other texts ts on the нине footing, 

It is established on a closer examination of the issue 
of relative strength of Pramünas that what ir Upajivya 
Pramfina—whether it isa Pratyaksa or a Sruti is superior 
in strength to what depends on it for its basic dala about 
the intrinsic nature and attributes of the subject аан] 
of which subsequent predications are made. 

Thea’ in the case of the Yajamüna his sanctified 
character alter Diksi is not the Upajivya in respect af the 
predication of his identity with Prastara, it is the visible 
form of the Yajamiüna which hasto be considered as the 
@йпгтї and upajivya in adopting a figurative meaning for 
the predication Fajamüsah Prastarah. If the Yajamáüna in 
his sanctified capacity cannot, be made the ufarfeya as the 
sanctification is a dastriya-samsküra which is nat open to 


1, aac rares mq prt 
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perception—then the Yajamana [as so sanctified) cannot 
be the Upajivya at all апа hence there will be no supajffeya- 
pratyaksasiredia at all in proclaiming the Yajamána to he 
the Prastara. In that case, the text^Yajaminal) prastarah’ 
will not come under the scope of the Mimimsa ruling 
Tabeüdét ...(0.4,23),4nd be figuratively interpreted to 
avoid Pratvaksavirodha, as H Bas deen dome, In the case 
of Jivatman however the poignant experiences of pleasure 
and pain and of his kertriea and отоо are part of 
Pratyakganubhava in the full sense of the term and із, 
therefore, fully entitled to be the Upajivyapramüna in 
respect of the predication of (apparent) identity, Hence 
auch identity has to be understood in a modified sense. 


Granted then that ‘Upajivyapram#na-virodha’ is the 
criterion for modifying the surface meaning of Sruti in 
cases of such contradiction, the case is clear that the 
apparent sense of oneness af Jiva and Brahman conveyed 
by such texts as "Tat tvam asi’ or the other way about, 
as between Brahman and Jiva such aa in Tad Forau soham 
has necessarily to be modified in deference to Upajiyya- 
praiyakya or Üpaiteyeiruti as the case may be, In the latter 
case, the true nature of Brahman as given by the upajivya- 
srutis —" He who is Sarvajiia’’ (all-knowing, all-compre- 
hending) Pard aga даг vividhaipa piyale "His powers are 
vast, His knowelege, strength and activities are natural te 
Him" (Sset, Up, VLO) supply the basic data. (upaja 
pramüna) about the subject Гаал], As these are. suffi» 
cient to mark off the Brahman from the Tiva of limited 
capacity and intelligence, as borne out by universal 
experience of Süksi, the identity cannot be pressed in its 
literal sense, Ut thus stands to reason that lavara ог God 
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or Brahman must first of all йа established ая the Һат’ 
(subject) before His oneness with the Jivütman can be 
mooted. And there is no other means of establishing the 
existence of Brahman save thro’ Scripture, Thus, the Sruti 
Tar sareajfieh ete., har to be accepted as the Upajipya Grudi 
in respect of the idencity-proposition. As the Upajfaya 
SruH, by its very terms, distinguishes the Lord from the 
Jiva, texts like Тая yoham so asau (What I am that You 
are} cannot be understood in the sense of their literal 
identity of Sesrüpe, The same difficulty applies to texts 
like Pare auyaye sarta ektbhavanti (Mang. Up, i11,2,7) which 
apparently posits oneness, making both the Jiva and 
Brahman as such the subject of a predication of their 


oncness. 


31, FIRST PERCEPTION IN ILLUSIONS 
NOT UPAJIVYAPRAMANA 


The Advaita interposes a feeble objection. The argu- 
ment of Upajivyapratyaksaprabalya would be reduced to 
absurdity if it is applied to the first perception of the rape 
as a snake which is modified by the one—'this is rota 
snake, "he objection is frivolous, What does the Advaitin 
mean to establish by citing such an example? Does he seek 
to make out that the upajivya-upajivakatya criterion is 
open to miscarriage or is fallacious or that it is subject to 
exceptions? If it is the former, he should adduce а some 
other criterion than Upajteyapratratia Virodha to set 
aside the inference that fire is cold or the Sruti that the 
Sacrificer is really the bundle of darbha-grass, In the 
other case, he must cite the exception to the principle that 
as between the Upajivya and Upajivaka the latter ig 
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stronger and overrides the former instead of making а 
vain statement to that effect, 


Well, then, can it not. be, says the Advaitin, that an 
Upajivyapramága is bound to be set aside by an Upa- 
jivaka—which pertains to truth,—(such as the truth of 
oneness of Jiva and Brahman)? Jayatictha disarms this 
question by putting a counter one to the Advaitin—How 
is one to decide which pertains to truth and which does 
not? Je it by the mere assertion of one шап as against 
another's or on the basis of some other principle of inter- 
pretation? In the former case, it takes no time to reverse 
the position—aa each contending party to the controversy 
may claim that he fs in the sole possession of the truth 
and what he holds is true; In the other case, the other 
impeccable principle must be cited, instead of making a 
vain statement, Weare going, in due course, to refute 
the contention of the Advaita that Difference as auch is 
net true, Moreover in the [ace of explicit Srutis like Dod 
гирон (Mund, Up, iiil, i] which testify to the reality 
of difference between Jiva and Brahman, the “Advaita- 
Srutis’ can lay по claim to any validity in their literal 
senac of identity. 


The refutation of the unreality of Bondage vindicates 
the reslity of difference between God and Man, The 
Bheda Srutis are thus Niravakaüsa—i.6,, cannot be diverted 
from their expressed sense, in terms of a Vy&vahàárika- 
bheda {provisional reality) as has been assigned to them 
in the Advaita, inasmuch as the doctrine of degrees of 
reality (абат ну, upon which it rests, has been 
shawn to be unsustainable, 
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As all the Srutis are of equal value and validity, some 
indisputable criterion of reconciliation of their apparent 
conflict—as between the Bheda and Abheda Srutis or the 
teaching of the Srutis that God is absolutely perfect and 
flawless and the apparent defects and shortcomings and 
foibles noticed in the life of Divine Avatürs like Rama 
and Krsna in the Scriptures is called for in the interest of 
scriptural Samanvaya and Gatisamanva or Ekavakyata 
(doctrinal uniformity), — (Bs. 1.1, 105 


By consensus, the criterion of Upajlvyapram&na- 
pribalya has been evolved and accepted in Vedünta and 
Mimámsá as the deciding voice of reconciliation in cases 
of apparent conflict with the Upajivyapramáüga. This 
criterion is fully availed of by Acdrya Madhya to smooth 
out the apparent conflict between the two sets of Srutis 
aud find the ways and manner in which the Advaita Srutis 
which, in their literal or expressed sense (as commonly 
understood) are in the grip of an obvious conflict with the 
Bheda Srutis on the ane hand and the deliverance of 
universal experience of humanity and Sakgipratyakaa on 
the cther—which constitute the Upajivyapramüga with 
reference to the Advaita Srutis themselves—are to be 
finally reconciled with them, 


The Ácarya, accordingly, outlines the manner in 
which such a harmonisation сап be effected without the 
least violence to the Upajivyapramana or lowering the 
status of the Advaita Srutis as of lesser degree of validity, 
His reconciliation satisfies the requirements of experience, 
reason aud revelation, 
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39. FIVE WAYS OF HARMONISING 
AIKYASRUTIS 


These five criteria are ; 

pasa q ABA арата | 

нй тч ие Ae umen (AV) 
the Supreme point of view of the independence of God, 
(His) outstanding super-excellence or power, identity 
based on being present together in one and the same place 
or being in absolute harmony of views with one another 
or identity by virtue of close similarity of nature or 
attributes, 


Indicating the concrete application of these five 
criteria with reference to the Abheda Srutis, Jayatirtha 
explains: 


Every one af the locative forma (such as Scdlantrye, 
гй [шї] is to be construed as suggestive of the sense of the 
ground (mimilis) of adopting the particular line of 
interpretation (iimitasaplam!), The expression Smayat 
(very well, befittingly or appropriately) signifies that these 
criteria are universally accepted in the commerce of life 
and Sadtic usage and, therefore, require no other 
certification or distinctive bases of reference or purpose 
asin Gauglvriti, or Arüdhalaksana, so that there із no 
need to indicate any special purpose (Arayajana) in 
employing auch ways of metaphorical speaking, 


Examples of such usages have been given by 
Padmanabha Tirtha in his Samgydyarainarah, We speak of 
a leader in absolute control of a whole village as the 
village Иве [Ayan gramar рауан epa) * Raja rasfram’ etc, 
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The Sruti * Pissam esedam Pururak (Mak. Л, Up. xi 2} is 
similarly ta be understood, as may be seen [rom the 
concluding part (Vakyafena), 

ARAETA (Май. М, Up. xi-2) 
We speak of the most outstanding scholar in a town as {if} 
he is the one and only scholar in the whole town (asm 
frame ayami epa. Papditek): ** The Brahmins in this town are 
all оке" means they are of one mind! (азаа). ‘* The 
cows have all become one in the shed, at nightfall 
(Sayan gürah garphe ekibdavanti] signifies identity of place 
[rthünaikya) — as in Mokga of the Souls : 

gssai wd салар (Mund, Up. ) 
The teacher painting to the picture of a lion on the black- 
board tells his class—** This is a lion "—which is based 
on s8driyr (similarity), Thus the phrase Yathestatas 
düsskasa is to be taken in the sense that the application of 
these criteria depends on appropriate grounds suited to 
each case and not indiscriminately at random, Far 
instance in Tat fren asf the basis of identity-reference is 
similarity between the Jiva and Brahman or independence 
and pre-eminence (йан уа and prédhanya) of the Lord, 
In Yatra frasya sarram üfmafdbkB! (Ark, Up. iv. 515) the 
basis is identity of place or harmony of thought in the 
atate of Мока. The Acarya himself has indicated 
appropriate references poverned by these criteria, in his 
works harm, The different kinds of Vritis (significative 
powers of words) involved in such usages, auch as gaunt, 
laksand, fatsttaleksana have been given by us elsewhere 


cular constituency as voting “like one man "', 
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43, PRABALYA OF BHEDASRUTIS 


It must be clear from all that has been said so far 
that as between Srutis which admit of other acceptable 
ways of interpretation [558255852] and others which do get 
admit of any but their expressed sense (girasokdfa), the 
latter are an stronger ground, The Advaita Srutis belong 
to the former category in ao far ая they could be explained 
from the point af view ofthe Supreme pre-eminence апа 
sovereignty of Brahman as all in all, and in figurative or 
metaphorical senses, without an actual identity of essence 


between Jiva and Brahman, 


It is, therefore, proper that the * Aikya Seutis ' should 
yield some ground to the “Bheda Sruiis"" which are 
incapable of admitting of any but their literal, expressed 
sense of Suaripabheda Las in Ded Бурага). 


There is na point in the argument that the Bheda 
Srutis also admit of another interpretation in terms of 
* Mithyabheda * or * Vyavahürikabheda", We would like 
to know what Mithyibheda is. [s it non-existent difference 
or difference which is aaiucantya (indescribable)? ‘The 
first is not accepted by the Advaita, ‘Che so-called * Mithyd- 
bheda’ stands completely discredited by the refutation of 
Ajnina of which it is a product and offspring. ‘The Bheda 
Srutis cannot, therefore, be traced to Mithyibheda, 


44, BHEDASRUTIS NOT“ ANUVADAKA '' 


The other plea of Advaita that Bheda Srutis are 
repetitive of existing or seeming differences will be shown 
to be intenable. Besides, is the repetition (anusdda] of 
Bheda by the Bheda-Srutis a repetition or recapitulation 
of what has been established by valid premdees or 
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difference conceived by illusion? The first alternative 
cannot be accepted by the Advaita as it will make 
difference a more formidable challenge to Advaita Srutis; 
The second alternative stands disproved as illusions are 
themselves due to Арапа and Ajnina has been shown to 
be unsustainable as the source of bondage in Nirvisesa- 
Advaita, This disposes of the other plea that Bheda 
Srutis are weakened for want of novelty fapiveatd) of 
content in their teaching of what is already known,— 
whereas the Advaita Sruti tells us something which is 
oMeruise mikine Bul we cannot be carried away Бүгү 
for novelty s seke. Whatis not attested by proofs (арата) 
cannot be accepted im Ae паме af nooli Else, the 
doctrine of the Void may have better claims to novelty than 
the doctrine of oneness—as the former canai be improved upon? 


45, PURPOSE OF REPUTATION OF ADVAITA 
INTERPRETATION OF ‘АТАН’ 


It may be felt that Асагуа Madhva is more after 
refuting others! views and oblivious of straying away from 
his legitimate task of giving his own constructive inter- 
pretation of the Sütras as he himself has promised at the 
outset i 

eet aT aaen Dun атаач: (AF) 

This is far from correct, The Acürya rightly feels 
that his own interpretation of the Sitras may not get 
firmly lodged in the minds of his readers, disciples and 
followers and coming делега ноне until they are piven ta 
understand the superficial nature of the other interpreta: 
tions, put forward with much verbosity and simulated 
eloquence but wanting alike in substance and [оріс зис 
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asin the Adhyssa-hhasya, The refutation of such inter- 
pretations is, therefore, conducive to the stabilization of 
the correct interpretations he has placed before the world 

Hence his concern with the refutation of the theory of 
Basdhamtihygicam, — It is quite in order and pertinent, 

From another angle, the establishment of the reality 
of Bondage can be treated as alternative interpretation of 
Аер in the opening Siltra, showing how the termination 
of bondage is possible опу by the grace of God and rein- 
forcing it, 

46, APTNESS OF SECOND INTERPRETATION 
ОЕ" АТАН’ 

Неге again, one may raise a point, The Acarya has 
interpreted the worde of the Sūtra ‘Ate Блата ЯЯЯ ' to 
convey that Mokga is attained only by the grace of God 
and that, therefore, the seeker must undertake Brahma- 
vicira in order to carn that grace, 

This seems to be inapposite. For, the essence of 
Moksa is merely the cessation of bandage, ТЕ does not, 
strictly speaking, involve the attainment of some desirable 
reward af good fortune (абу as it would melt away 
like the joys of heaven. 

Moreover, bondage is, in fact, unreal, as the Sruti 
itself declares that the knower of Atman crosses over all 
misery, Otherwise, the liquidation of bondage will be 
unaccountable ag we! da rea! cannot Be terminated by knowledge, 
We do not see the shackles of a person falling off by mere 
knowledge. Nor is there any need to look up to someone's 
favor in the liquidation of what ia unreal—for, we see 
nothing af that kind in the liquidation of illusory silver 
appearing in the shell, — It is the true knowledge of that 
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thing which can liquidate the bondage which has been 
brought about by its ignorance all along. So there is no 
point in holding that the Seeker of Maksa should under- 
take jijfiasa wich a view to earning the grace of Brahman, 


This objection is ruled out by the use of the word 
Atal in the Sūtra. It indicaces the reason which can 
satisfactorily establish why the seeker has to carn the grace 
al the Lord for his deliverance, 


37. THE LORD'8 AGHATITAGHATANASAKTI 


Still wavering, the objector persistsin wondering haw 
bondage, if real and true, can be liquidated, This is 
answered by the Acdrya that just as a king is pleased to 
release a prisoner at his pleasure, the Supreme Lord moved 
by love and compassion [or the sincere devotee who has 
proved his fitness does lift the veil of ignorance and shows 
Himself to and showers His grace on the devoted jüini 
and realeases him from agelong bondage. 


Here again, one may put in that this is irrelevant, 
The illustration ja inappropriate, The King may remove 
the shackles of the prisoner as his imprisonment has a 
beginning, How can beginningless bondage be removed ? 


The Acárya'a answer is that it is the Supreme and 
Independent Lord (Bhagavan) who does it—because He 
alone can йо во. The Acarya has a definite purpose in 
using the word ** Bhagavan’? hereto answer the objection, 
Its use is highly significant and meaningful, '"'"Bhagavan" 
denotes the Supreme Being who possesses the six sovereign 
attributes, of which unlimited power (Јаки) is one. 
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(Vim Purüga VI. 5.79) 


Accordingly, “Bhagavan " stands for a Being of 
unlimited sovereignty and other qualities which are 
capable of accomplishing whatever is unaccomplishable 
by mortal or ether agencies, This must set at rest, once 
for all, all lingering doubts and buoy up the hopes of 
erring and struggling souls to turn to the Lord, the Savior 
ol Souls, Серада mecakal? and pray for His grace to be 
saved [rom the travails of beginningless ignorance and 


transmigration in Samsara, 


38. KARYATAVADA 

The Pürvasnimamsa school is committed to the 
position that the subjece matter of the Vedas is the 
doctrine of works, Itis nat therefore interested in the 
nature and attributes of a Self-existing Reality called 
Brahman or its attainment, The operative part of the 
Vedas comprising the Mantras and Brahmanas (Vidhia 
and Arthavadas) lies in injunctions and prohibitions 
leading to some purposive activity or turning away from 
others! Bare descriptive statements of facts unconnected 
with the injunctive suffix of the verb lead to no purposive 
activity or judgment, It is the injunctive which gives 
meaning to à concatenation of correlated words forming 
part of a sentence which would otherwise remain a bare 
possibility, The very process of forming elementary 
linguistic judgments in day to day life as in "' Bring the 

1. sahat РТ am тт ar | 

Чай зата а асас Rea |) 
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cow 1 


, (take away the ew " shows that it is knowledge 
of something fe de donte (Калуа) expressed by the 
injunctive that is the driving force behind all commerce 
of life (Кулраййтт. Scriptural judgments and Vyavahüra 
toa must therefore be governed by Küryatajfüina, Vedantic 
texts like “Satyam |ййпат anantam brahma" which 
merely describe an existent reality (йогат) and others 
of that kind have therefore to be dismissed as infructuous 
musings not competent to hold che attention of serious 
minds,  Amsayasya Eriyarihateat амаг аран atadartAanau, 


As the above theory cuts at the very root of the 
doctrine of Brahman and the need to investigate its nature 
and attributes, the Vedanta Sastra is obliged to refute it 
and establish in its stead the thesis a£ "Siddhe Vyutpatti"' 
(possibility of judgments in respect of description of 
existent reals) as а viable proposition in the interest of the 
Samanvaya of the entire body of Srutis consisting of 
Mantras, Brihmanas, Upanigads ete, (Fishes; arthasddas 
and philosophical predications about Brahman.) 


The Acarya therefore controverts the Mimümsaka 
view by establishing that, in the last analysis, even the 
concept of Bairyat will have to be reduced ta one af 
‘tiga "* (the desirable)or "* igtasidhana '" (what subserves 
the attainment of the desirable). [gta is what is most 
desired with heart and soul to be attained or Ue mesni of 
such attainment, In this connection, he examines the 
various ways in which '"Karya'" has been or can be 
defined as what is concomitant with some activity 
(Erijdosdpya], These lead to overpervasion or run the risk 
of legitimizing even morally forbidden acts by bringing 
them within the scope of the said definitions of what 
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constitutes ""Karya". Further, the term “‘Karya’’ is 
formed from the root ‘kr’ {to do) with the “kprya-auffix’ 
(kar-ya). ‘The suffix carries the sense of what Лат gat to be 
done, willy nilly (evaiyatartenyatd), That would make 
even the most morally reprehensible acts "Kürya^" or 
what must bs done, even by morally responsible persons, 
That apart, even the future act of God's creation of the 
world {erak yat! Mahy would come under the scope of Karya, 
in so far as it (the future creation) is alsa "RErtisadhya" 
and "Ertivyapya'', This the Mimamsakas cannot concede 
as Kürva according to them must be expressed Бу 
injunctive suffixes (like that of the (ii, Гер оғ tenya) which 
is absent in the case of а verbal form like *sraksyati! [which 
carries the future tense termination], The other defini- 
tions of Karya given by the Mimümsakas themselves such 
as. '"Krüsüdhyam sat pradhünam'', when analysed, 
become partly open ta the same objections as before, in 
sa far as the adjunct ‘krtisidhya’ is concerned. If 
*"Ertisidhyam is rendered as what is proposed ta be 
realized primarii» by the effort it comes ta the same thing 
as what is ‘‘igtasidhanam’’. It seems proper then to look 
upon ''Karya'' as what conduces to one’s best interests in 
a morally governed universe ar what is primarily desired 
ar should be desired to the exclusion of all other values of 
life. 

Locked at from the angle of this enlarged definition 
af Karya, it will be seen that only the Supreme Being of 
Vedanta as the One Independent SelI— complete and Seli 
existent Reality which has been described in the Upanisads 
as the innermost being in all (Sarvanéara-tara} can be the 
most dearly loved and desired being and the means of 
ultimate happiness which everyone longs for by getting rid 

# 
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of the cycle of transmigration, The Srutis and Smrtis 
too declare that it is this Being which is dearer to us than 
& son, wealth and all other values of life and is the inner- 
most being in all and therefore to be clung to by all—Jrh. 
Up. 1.4.8 The Баара Purdga? also [X-21,27] emphasi- 
ses that there can possibly be no one in all the wide world 
who can be dearer to us than the Supreme Being,—by 
virtue of whose presence in our own selves and in every- 
thing else—life, intellect, mind, sense organs and our awn 
selh wife, children and wealth have become dear to us; 
To the ordinary mortal then the Supreme Being ahould be 
the dearest as the means of realizing his cherished goal of 
eternal happiness: (Дасен) while, to the highly 
evolved souls the Supreme Lord remains the "primarily 
beloved’? (mukkyerig) and primarily-sought value : 


er ATT ЖАПЕ | 
ete arguet тега" crowd: || (АЎ) 


Akünksa (expectancy), yogyata (fitness) and sannidhi 
(nearness) are the factors which determine the import of a 
given statement, The Supreme Being, as pointed out just 
now, is the most dearly to be loved and cherished value 
and object of quest of all eligible souls and is the mearen 
one to all as the "Sarvantara-tara, Не thus satisfies all 
the conditions of being the import of the Srutis, in spite of 
His being an established reality (Siddhavastu). 

Even supposing that all * Vyutpatti ' or madur operandi 
of forming linguistic judgments is governed by Кйгуаїй- 
jams the Supreme Being can still be regarded as the 


2. mmuliqquuH3zneTqqma: | 
жїл, НТ sapit ЖЧ: 9:0 Rhee, X. 21-27) Fi. 
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purport of Srutis thro” such a medium, in zo far as it is 
presented to us as the primary "object (Karmakaraka) of 
the аслу af расай enjoined in vedic texts like “Let 
one meditate on the Supreme as one's own and everybody's 
Inner ruler (atmetyera мра ту," With reference to such an 
injunction trans-empirical attributes like упин, ]ййлан 
and mantem predicated of it in the Sruti enables us to 
understand the true nature of this being in order to 
meditate on it, Even as Vedic prescriptions like * Khadiro 
үйрө bhavati^ referring to Siddhavastus like Yüpa, 
Ahavaniya (fre) ete., embodying descriptions of them auch 
as "(he пра ia to be made of khadira wood?! that it 
should be “chiselled to have eight sides ^" subserves the 
ultimate purpose of the Vidhi that the sacrificial animal 
is to be tied to sueta Yüpa. These descriptive statements 
of the Yüpa, Ahavaniya eto, in the Seutis have their 
subsidiary import with reference to those accessories 
as having respective characteristics and gubserve the 
interest of the main proposition and the Кагуа, If this 
is not accepted, any erratic performance may pass for 
a properly conducted Yajfia, If it is contended that 
the proper conduct of the “айа will not be there without 
our first determining the precise nature of the accessories 
needed, it would be equally true that there will be no 
proper meditation of Brahman without first ascertaining 
its nature and attributes as given in such texts as ‘Satyam 
jüinam anantam'" and that therefore they must һе 
included within the import of the Sruti as referring toa 
Siddhavastu, it will be shown in due course that the Srutis 
do not countenance any meditation of Brahman with 
superimposed attributes, It cannot be said that the 
particle "iti* placed after “Atma” in the Vidhivakya : dima 


21 
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diyeta binta shows that itis not necessary to assume that 
*5 atmatva T should necessarily he taken to be the actual 
distinctive essence of the subject of meditation, ‘The 
meditation ig possible even thro’ a thought-image of 
Atmatva, This is indicated by the use of the particle 
“id after Atma: The ruling given by Panini in 
the Sütra Na vel ИА (1,1,44) authorises a given word- 
form in а Sabdaprakarana with an ‘iti? subjoined to it to 
be understood in a sense after tian the literal one of the 
word-form, as such, in terms of its referent im meaning 
(arthaprakeranam). "This justifies a similar modification of 


meaning in the present case also. 


This is stretching the analogy beyond ite province, 
It must be remembered that there are many Up&sanavidhis 
in the Srutis withew! the particle ‘iti’ superadded, as for 
example ** Atmainam eva lokam upasila’’, “© Om ityetad 
aksaram wpasita’’, which cannot be construed with a 
forced addition of "iti ^, This must suffice ta show that 
the ‘iti? in ‘* Atmetyevopaasita ' is to be understand in one 
of its well-known senses? of the form or manner [prakdra) 
of the meditation (aimeta-pretira}—" Atma”? signifying 
the inner Ruler of all, It is therefore futile to deny that 
these Fidis like '* Atmetyevopasita "" give up their own 
purport in predicating these attributes of Brahman for 
purposes of meditation. The Acürya goes on to point out 
that in the interest of unity of thought {eterakyata) of 
drutis, the Pürvamimamsa theory of Eürye-Vyutpattil" 
even in respect of a part of the Vedic corpus known as 
Karmakinda has to be given up, in principle : 


3. Tine Гаара feti? | 
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It has been indicated earlier that the Karmakánda 
can be attuned to the Upüsanavidhi& of Brahman a 
subsidiary to the main purport af the entire Vedas in the 
Supreme Brahman, Further, as karmas arc meant for the 
acquisition of Jääna thro’ purification of the mind, the 
Karmakinda can very well be attuned to the Brahmakanda 
as subserving the interest of Drahmajfiana. The Vedanta 
is duty-bound to reject the extreme position of the Pūrva 
Mimümsi that the entire body of the Srutis stands committed 
ety fa Aerdivaya by demonstrating that there are at least 
some exceptions to it, By expending the same effort 
a little more vigorously and consistently, it should he 
possible to hold that the whole range of Srutis is capable 
of being similarly attuned to Brahman thro’ such modus 
aferandt af hos been indicated defore, as well as by viewing the 
entire teaching about Karma as intended to find its 
fulfilment of purpose in the attainment of Brahmajnana, 
Instead, if the Weddntin should blindly swallow the 
Mimamea dictum that the purpose of the Adhyayanavidhi 
is just to acquire the knowledge of Karma and nothing 
more, then, by the same token he should be prepared to 
accept the other obiter dictum of the Mimümsaka that 
‘Fall Vedanta is ап arid desert of the Vedas** (Fedagara 
Vedantàg) and bid goodbye to his '" Vedanta’, 

Texts therefore which describe Brahman ая ‘Satyam 
jüünam anantam' for purposes of meditation must be 
admitted to have a subsidiary import also (анта р рау 
in representing it asso endmred, The syntactic coordina- 
tion of all the three adjuncts, severally, in Brahman by 
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way of such subsidiary purport can easily get over the 
difficulty of investing the same adjuncts with a double role 
of being repetitive and predicative by turns at the same 
time. This can be dome by construing these elements 
with the same subject as partial predications in the form 
of subordinate clauses forming part of a larger unit of 
an integral, overall, principal predication [mahàsütya). 
Such a construction will not entail the defect. of Vakya- 
bheda or splitting a unitary proposition into two or more 
independent ones. It ia only when the overall purport af 
the main proposition ia broken up into more than one 
independent proposition that there will be the defect of 
Vakyabheda; but aat when a number of subordinate 
predications are introduced as constituents of a main 
proposition {таййгайуа), 


The Purvamimameakas have themselves been obliged 
to adopt a succession of auch partial ayntactic coordination 
of terms with the main injunctive, without prejudice to 
the overall unitary import of the entire proposition. in 
their explanation of the vidhi: Anmaya pHiigaks уй ehahdpanya 
gova somam kringti, | 


The operation of the marks of Upakrama and other 
ligas withinthe realm of Karmakanda does not mean that 
it cannot be extended and attuned to Brahmavidya, in a 
subsidiary sense within the larger set-up of a more 
comprehensive import (Занон) in tune with Brahman 
asa Blddhavastu, 


Another familiar objection of some Vedantins of the 
Sankara school to the Ekavükyati between the ‘ [fana ' 
and the * Karmakanda's in Brahman is that they pertain 
to two different levels of Adhikaürins, the wise and the 





JIJRSASADHIKARANAM 121 


unwise (ebdsesd-asidesd) carrying different fruits, This is 
nat a conclusive argument, For, the tradition of the 
Saükara-vedanta which regards the Upanigads alone as 
"]nana-Kanda" has itself introduced a higher and a lower 
level of thought and Adhikarins as ''"Vidvad'' and 
© Avidvad " [see 5, B88—1, 1, 12 preamble) with different 
fruits of Nibsreyasa and Abhyudaya (moksa and heavenly 
rewards) within the same body of the same Obantrads, in 
terms of Saguna and Nirguna Vidyas, like the Udgitha 
Upasana and other Kamyavidyas intended lor the 
*Avidvats" and the Nirgugavidya for the enlightened, 
Ifthe Sagunavidyas are however to be treated аз Prepara- 
tory ground for the Nirgunavidya, the Karmakdnda too can 
likewise be treated as paving the way for IJfüün& thro’ 
mental purification (Cittasuddhi) and thus. become 
smoothly integrated with Brahmakanda, 

The Вһаца Mimamsakas who are Nirigvaravadins 
argue;— While there is doubtless Ekavakyati in the 
entire body of the Vedas, itis only thre’ knowledge of 
the éndizidus! sou! fatma) as being quite different from 
its physical body, senses etc,, (dehdtiritta-dimasiivainane 
and surviving their death, Such a knowledge of the 
Atman is indispensable for the performance of Karma as 
leading to heavenly rewards to be reaped by the Atman 
in another world, For, one cannot meaningfully engage 
in Vedic Karmas whose rewards are to be reaped in 
Svarga, after death, without a prior knowledge and 
assurance of the existence of the self as distinct fram the 
body which is mortal and its survival in Svarpa, (t 
should be remembered that the Mimásakas are Nirifvara- 
vadins and are not interested in or bothered about the 
existence of a Paramaütman or the necessity of admitting 
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Him or knowing Him), Therefore, when one under- 
stands that Atmajfiana is only subsidiary to the effective 
performance of Karma, the Phalasrutis heard in connec- 
tion with Atmajfiana, such as that the ‘knower of the 
Atman crosses over all misery’? (ferafi Jokam üimarif) and 
became immortal have to be treated ag mere eulogies 
(атаан).  Atmajfiána has no phate other than the 
attainment of Svarga thro’ Karma, It is not to be supposed 
therefore that the Srutis enjoin that Atman should be 
known (Atma ed are drastawyak,...) for the purpose of 
attaining Maksa. It must be clearly understood that 
except Svarga, which is attained by the performance of 
Vedic sacrifices [Karma], Aimajndna has no fruit of its own, 
in its own right. 


The Ácürya points out that this will be but a very 
narrow and limited view to take of the immensity of the 
reward {matiplala) which Brahmajiiana, according to the 
Upanigads, is competent to confer, in the form of ever- 
lasting termination of the cycle of births and deaths апа 
communion with the supreme reality, It would be more 
proper to hold that in addition to the limited frnits like 
Svarga, Brahmajfiina is capable of conferring the highest 
bliss af Moksa; The Mimamsakas have themselves recog- 
nized that Aüga-Y&gas like Ргауаја and Anuyaja, while 
having their own limited fruits, the final purpose of their 
respective directive statements in the Bruti is the bringing 
about of the completion of the main sacrifice of Darga- 
pürnamasa, ‘The role of Karmakanda in respect of Brahma- 
jfüna is similarly ancillary, so far as its Ekavakyata with 
the latter is concerned, 
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39. THE VALIDITY OF SABDA (SABDA-PRAMANYA) 


Buddhist philosophers reject verbal testimony as a 
valid means of proof. Thisundermines the authority of 
the Vedas on which the Brahmavadins stake their all in 
holding that a Siddhavastu like Brahman is their ultimate 
purpert, 


The arguments of the Buddhists run as follows: 
(1) The Vedas are a body of words. Words are accepted 
as Pramana only when they produce valid knowledge of 
objects denoted by them, А means of knowledge ia that 
which when it is present we have correct knowledge 
without fail and do not have it when it is sof present, 
But there are Instances when in spite of the spoken or the 
written word there is na valid knowledge. (2) A means 
of proof is concomitant with its object, This object may 
be mediate or immediate, The former will be open te 
inference and the latter to perceptual evidence, This 
leaves no room for Sabdapramaga, (3) A means of proof 
is of the nature of consciousness,! such аз knowledge of the 
smoke in the inference of fire. The spoken or the written 
word is certainly not of the mature of consciousness. Lt 
cannot therefore function as a means of proof, (Hy Sabda 
itself is known thro’ an external sense organ and it is with- 
out consciousness. Hence, it cannot inhere in the Atman, 
in order to be able ta operate as a means of proof. 
(3) Words can refer to their objects only when they are 


і. The Buddhist and the Nyaya philosophers look upon 
Vijiana (consciousness) alone as ‘Pramipa’ and deny such title 
to the sense organs аз such, In Peatyakga also it is the cognition 
produced by the sensory contact that is regarded as “Pramaga! 
by them, 
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connected with them. If such connection is not necessary 
every word uttered would be able to refer to everything in 
the world, The only possible relations that can be thought 
of between the word and its object are identity, canjunc- 
tion or inherence. Iftherelation isidentity, the utterance 
of the word ‘fire’ should be able to cause burning in the 
mouth, In view of the identity, a word, now uttered 
must be in a position to refer to its object which is no 
longer present, or the word may itself get back ta the past, 
Asa property (guna) of Akü£a, Sabda cannot be related to 
the object by Samyogaaambandha, which holds only 
between two substances (dranyes). Should барда however 
be regarded аз а ‘dravya’, it must be classifiable as either 
'mürta' {tangible} or “ата? (intangible). In the 
former case, when there is contact between a given word 
and ita objects thro’ the act of utterance, such a contact 
may extend to other abjects also lying within their range 
and should be able to produce aknowledge of those objects 
also, —which does not happen, If Sabda is an intangible 
deya like air or ether, it should be able to refer to all 
objects everywhere by its utterance, Both ways, there 
cannot be any conjunction of Sabda with its objects which 
have ceased to be and our words will mot be able to 
signify them, — (8) As Sabda is admittedly a property of 
Aküía the relation between the word and its abject cannot 
be one of inherence (samavaye) either, lest all words should 
refer to Akü£a, in which they inhere. (7) One may also 
raise the question if there is any apecial feature which 
distinguishes the words spoken by a reliable person to the 
effect that there are some fruits on the river bank and 
those apoken by an unreliable peraon to the same effect, 
which renders one of the statements true and the other 
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false, The words as sich do not disclose any such features, 
It is irrelevant to suggest that such a feature is present 
in the speakerr, In that case, it would have ceased with 
the utterance of the words and could not be extended to 
the knowledge produced by it. Otherwise, as the Vedinta 
looks upon the Vedas as authorless, their words will be 
Бегей of validity for want of the special features of their 
author. Without such a special distinction it would be 
difficult to account for the correspondence between the 
spoken word and the object represented. by it in the 
utterance of the reliable person. 

For these and other reasons, Sabda cannot claim to 
be a Pramana in йт men right, unlike Perception or 
Inference. Such validity as is associated with it in the 
day to day world has therefore to be taken to rest on mere 
presumption or probability rather than on certainty, 
With the claim of Sabda to be Pramána being shattered, 
the whole edifice of Vedanta resting оп its validity and 
the validity of the Vedas and their competence to deal 
witha ‘Siddhavastu’ like Brahman as their purport and 
the proposed inquiry into the nature and attributes of such 
a Brahman will all collapse like a house of cards, 


40. OBJECTIONS TO SABDAPRAMANYA 
ANSWERED 
These objections are one-sided. One has to draw 
the line somewhere, So far as universal experience goes, 
words spoken by intelligent persons which do not give rise 
to doubts and misapprehensions and which are not subject 
to contradiction are found to produce valid knowledge in 
the hearer, in the same manner as perceptual evidence. 
It is only the competence to produce correct knowledge 
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without giving room for doubts or misapprehensions and 
not being subject to contradiction that makes for the 
validity of Pratyakga and Anumina, even for the Budahist, 


‘The other objection that there is sometimes no valid 
knowledge when a word or words are spoken applies 
equally to the other two Pram&ünas, mulos mutandis. Ifthe 
explanation is that it is not only the presence ofthe sense- 
organ that produces the perceptual knowledge but the faet 
of its being brought under the activity jurisdiction of the 
mind and ofits being placed in close contact with the 
object and similarly it is not. just the presence of amoke 
that leads to the inference of fire, but smoke perceived ag 
being present in the minor term and its being remembered 
at the time as being invariably concomitant with fire, that 
leads to fruitful inference, it would be equally true that it 
is nat the mere presence of the word that produces verbal 
knowledge but the hearing of the word with a correct 
knowledge of its connotation. The limitations applicable 
to Sabda are thus equally applicable to Perception and 
Inference. бо, given proper conditions, Sabda ія av mech 
competent to he an independent Pramana, as they, 


The second ohjection would be equally applicable to 
Perception. For, objects open to perception may also he 
distinguished as mediate or immediate ( рого or арага а). 
The mediate ones can be covered by Inference, ‘The 
immediate may be known by seme other suitable sense- 
organ as touch and thus visual perception may be deprived 
efits position, Such an irreaponsible argument can only be 
met by pointing out that experience shows that the visual 
organ fixed on a white piece of cloth produces the valid 
perception that the cloth is white and secondly that ая the 
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perception of color ia not within the competence af any 
ether sense organ like touch, the validity of the visual 
organ in respect of the pereeption in question. has got to 
be accepted, In the same way, the existence of Svarga, 
Waraka and other worlds and of the supersensuous values 
of Dharma and Adharma cannot be conclusively estab- 
lished by Pratyakga‘or Anumana, bur only on the authority 
of Agama, the validity of Sabdapramána has got to be 
accepted by every level-headed thinker, 

‘The’ both арда and Anumana are thus in a position 
to lead to knowledge of things which are not immediate, 
they cannot, on that ground, be brought under a single 
category (ekejaiiya) of Pramana like the different types of 
perception, visual, tactile etc. For, in spite of their 
having some common ground, there is a clear distinction 
in their bases of operation, Anumina operates on the 
basis ol Vyapti and Sabda on the basis of Saegatigrakaga- 
АТАС т, улуй etc. The plea that immediate and mediate 
objects are knowable by Pratyaksa and Anumana respect- 
ively and that therefore there is no independent scope 
for Sabda can easily be met by another that as Aparcksa 
reals are knowable thro’ Pratyakga and Paroksa ones thro’ 
Agama гаргара) inference too can be dispensed with, 
The reply to such a contention would be that in that 
case (1) all worldly transactions. would come to a stand- 
still, if inference as such is wholly banished ая à means of 
proof, In the same way, Sabda is the only means 
by which we can have first-hand information about the 
thoughts, feelings and motives of other persona and it 
would be equally true that much of the commerce of life 
would be in jeopardy if the spoken and the written words 
are not given their due as “' Pramána ~, 
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Tris no argument against the recognition of Sabda as 
Pramana that it is not of the nature of consciousness, Our 
sense organs and their contacts with their objects, tho* net 
partaking of the nature of consciousness, are yet admitted 
to be means of proof, Smoke which is à mark of inference 
af fire is not of the nature of consciousness, They are 
still recognised as Pramána in the sense of being initriie- 
tal in producing perceptual or inferential knowledge (гўйїна= 
karamatidt pronnan), Оше knowledge of smoke is derived 
[rom an external sense organ and pet it is recognised às à 
means of proof. The objection against the admission of 
Sabda to be a Pramága on the ground that it is known 
thro’ an external sense organ and that (as a gena of Akasa) 
it is nat inherent in the self like consciousness and cannot 
therefore be considered a means of proof, are therefore all 
of them untenable, We do not hold Sabda to be a 
property (gupa) of Akasa. In our view, the articulated 
varpas are substances, They are eternal and all-pervasive, 
So without being a guna of Akfisa and without inhering 
in the self, it can still be a Pramana, like Pratvaksa 
itself, which can be cited as a counter-iMustration (ayatireka- 
йана) to rebut the opponent's view: Pratyakyaval ce 
praem yam. 


The relation between the word and its object has got 
to be defined in а rational way, It cannot be dismissed 
as a fiction on account of supposed technical difficulties in 
the way of defining it in terms of identity, conjunction or 
inherence, If none of these relations is applicable, 
some other will have to be explored. Take the case of 
perception itself. How does the visual organ grasp the 
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object? Doea it do ao by coming into contact with it or 
not? The latter view is absurd, As the other relations of 
identity and Samavaya are out of the question, we have 
to opt for conjunction, But in the case of Sabda and the 
organ of hearing, this relation is Samavaya, as the other 
two are inapplicable, In the field of Anumána the 
relation between smoke and fire is understood to be one of 
pervader and pervaded, The other relations of Samyoga 
and identity are not possible on account of overpervasion, 
underpervasion and so on, As it would be illogical to say 
that Sabda produces the knowledge of the object without 
coming into contact with itand as the relations of identity 
and Samavaya ace inapplicable, for reasons already stated, 
a fresh relation has got to be assumed to account for the 
effect produced by Sabda viz. knowledge of the abject, 
instead of obstinately denying that any valid knowledge 
ia produced by the utterance of the word, when all other 
conditions for its production are propitious, This is 
indicated by the Acarya’s words : Pratyaksavecce priman yam 
regia eva agamaiya ht, 


According to seme other thinkers, the relation 
between the word and its object is the convention 
established by Divine will that auch and such a word shall 
refer to such and such an object, Others look upon it as 
a natural intrinsic relation between ‘what makes known 
and what is made known’ (jfratyüiyya-pratyayakabhüra- 
татава). Our Acarya's position is that it is a natural 
and in-built one (safe eva). Jaimini also regards it as an 
inborn relation: ыраа dabdaiyg arthena sambandhak. 


lt may be asked—If Sabda has an inborn power ta 
refer ta the object, why the uneducated {anpwipanna) and 
NS 
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the educated [zyufbsnsa, alike do not react to it in the 
зате way? The matter is not that simple, Take the сазе 
of perception itself. The visual organ has indeed the 
intrinsic power to make known the color or the form of 
the object, But this needs the necessary and proper 
rapprochement between the organ and the object, In 
inference, the probans is naturally related to the 
probandum, But it needs this relation to be called to mind 
at the time of mating the inference, Even sa, in the case of 
Sabda, Notwithstanding the inborn capacity of the word 
to denote its object, it produces the desired result only 
when this capacity is known to be so and is associated 
with the utterance. This is also indicated by the Acdrya’s 
words: Pratvatsapacacca frdmdn yam sovata eva dgamarya Ai. 


In this context, another question may be raised. Does 
this in-built relation. hold between all words and their 
objects or between some objects and some words only? 
In the former case, there will be no fixity of reference, 
In the latter it will be difficult ta account for the differ- 
ences in the use of the same wards as referring to different 
objects among the Rais, Aryas and Mlecchas, Surely, а 
lamp which has the innate power to reveal the form and 
the color of an object cannot make known its taste, The 
discrepancy can only be explained on the basis of diver- 
gences of conventions introduced by speakers and users of 
the language, 


Qur position on this question is this, We do not deny 
that words often make known their objects thro’ established 
conventions айка, But at the same time, we do hold that 
they da have an inborn power to certain objects*, so much 
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so that in seh cases their objects are understood thro* the 
in-built power of the words and in offer cases thre’ popular 
convention, departing from it, Or, in both the cases an 
innate power to denote one’s object may be recognised 
for words. The discrepancy in usage in this view can 
be traced ta the limitations imposed by the equipment 
(охна й) of the users by restricting that innate power to 
some objects and not extending it ta others, but following 
conventions instead, in regard to them, This does not 
however take away the innate power of those words, t 
prinieipte, 


The seventh objection based on the alleged absence 
ab any special feature to distinguish between the words of 
an Ápta and an Andpta in respect of the validity of their 
words is also not justified. Just see—Perception also 
discloses similar instances, Some are accepted as valid 
and some are rejected as invalid. But does that justify 
the rejection of both ? No, If the difference between 
them is caused by the presence or absence of defects, the 
same would be true of Sabda spoken by a reliable person 
or an unreliable one, It does not stand to reason to say 
that the speaker comes into the picture only to the extent 
of uttering those words and no further, The apeaker who 
misuses his words fails to achieve his purpose like a swords- 
man who brandishes his sword in the air, 


The inference that Sabda isnoteternal on the premise 
ofits being a product (Eríaks) would be valid, while the 
inference that burning fire is pel às! would be invalid 
on the same premise (Атала). What makes this 
difference? Is it not the absence of Vyápti and Pakga- 
dharmata in the latter on the same premise? The defect 

* 
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is that the probans: is mistimed (а/а) in that the reason 
is utterly non-existent in the subject as evidenced by 
perception. "This is entitled to priority over other defects 
like disruption of Vyspri which depends lor its assurance 
on syllogistic reasoning and prior knowledge of the absence 
of the reason in the subject (evtrayaurttitvam). 


Granted this, Sabda which is ascertained to be free 
from this defect will have to be recognized as a ‘*Pramana.” 


41, VEDA PRAMANYA: VALIDITY OF THE VEDAS 


Those who do not subscribe ta the pre-eminence of 
the Vedas as "Apaurugcyapramagya'" argue as follows; 
Granting that Sabda is a Pramága in principle (like the 
other two Pramanas), it is difficult ta accept the Vedas 
(which are also a body of words) ta be Pramaga. ‘Their 
chief arguments harping on the supposed defects of the 
Vedas such as making false {айга} or contradictory slate» 
ments [гуй ghdfa ) and meaningless repetitions (рива аус 
been reviewed and refuted in the Ny&yasütra of Gautama, 


There are some philosophers who recognise that 
certain special items of perception are indubitable! and 
certain inferences have self-established validity, But they 
deny this distinction to Agama (Vedas), As against these 
thinkers the Acarya declares that the sell- validity (заавар 
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prümün ya] of Agama is absolutely on à par with that of 
such special items of Pratyaksa and anumàána,  Fratysfsa- 
vdira Prümán sam pata eui gamasya Ad, 


12. THE MEANING OF SVATAHPRAMANYA 
OF PRAMANAS 

The phrase ‘intrinsic validity of Pramánas' signifies 
that the knowledge produced by Perception, Inference and 
Agama derives ita validity from no other source than the 
causes that produce the knowledge itself and is made known 
by them only. The self-validity of the means of proof 
(karapam) consists in its being produced entirely by their 
intrinsic power to produce the type of knowledge connected 
with them, The self-establishedness of truth 'vat&arthya) 
of the knowledge consists in its being grasped by that 
cognising principle which graspa the knowledge itself. 

If we do not accept the self-established validity of 
knowledge there is gure to be a regression in getting it 
known by another knowledge and that by another and so 
on. It cannot be maintained that it is not necessary to 
be giret of the validity of one’a knowledge in order to 
be able to-act on it, That may be so in regard to actions 
lightly undertaken without much deliberation er which do 
not involve heavy stakes or risks, But in more serious 
undertakings involving permanent benefits or serious conse- 
quences; it will be quite necessary to be well assured of 
the validity of the knowlege gained before acting upon it, 
For, knowledge, like happiness and pain, is known even 
in the absence of a desire to know it and ia very quickly 
felt (Horasampedana). Therefore, if its reality and validity 
are aot known along with its genesis, there will be roam 
for doubts and misconceptions and ane cannot proceed 


134 NYAYASUDHA 


to act firmly on such shaky foundation, It cannot be that 
che requisite assurance of validity ean be ascertained by 
inference and the validity of that inference can be taken 
to be self-established, There may atill be roam for doubts 
and misgivings about the correctness af the data of the 
inference and of the marks and instances in favour of the 
concomitance between the reason and probandum on 
which the inference is based, How is the validity of that 
knowledge by which the inference is validated to be 
ascertained ? , If it is by itself we admit the acl f-established 
nature of the validity of knowledge, — If it is by some other 
knowledge, a regression would be inevitable. 

Na doubt, one may ask— How is the position improved 
on the Siddhünta view of the Svatabprámanya of knowl- 
edge? The answer is that in the Siddhanta of the Acarya 
itis the APPERCEIVING SELF known aa the Saki which 
grasps all forms of Vrttijfiana also i.t., knowledge produced 
by mental activity in regard to external realities and their 
validity, where it is found to be unimpeachable. The 
Süksi being self-luminous and self-certifying is competent 
to be assured of the veracity of ita internal experiences of 
pleasure and pain, fear, etc,, and its external experiences 
thro’ sensory channels and the mind, The judgments af 
the Sakai being always veridical are not prone (о acl f= 
induced doubts or vacillation, 

Well then, if the validity of knowledge should thus 
be sclf-established in respect of its genesis futpatti) and its 
cognition (jRapti] it would apply to the statements of other 
philosophers too like the Buddha, But the Vedavadin 
cannot айога to accept them as Pramiga lest the Vedas 
should have to surrender their validity. Conflicting deliver- 
ances on the same questions cannot allof them be valid 
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and true and the case for Brahmajijüasà will lose its 
ground, 

Such an argument is not well-founded. Tt is not a 
hard and fast rule or an absolute principle that the sense 
organs, marks of inference and Sabda lead always to valid 
knowledge. They have indeed a natural competence to 
dose, But when this power is obstructed by defects they 
tend to produce incorrect knowledge, These flaws have 
the power of halding back the intrinsic power of the 
Pramünas and making them give rise to wrong knowl- 
edge, Thir does mof mean that it ts the absence af ihe defects 
that ir the Primary cause af the preduction af right Rnotwledge 
amd the ascertainment af its validity?, Here, we have 
ta go by the principle of Utsarga(general rule] and its 
Apavada (restriction) in respect of occasional errors in the 
operation of the instruments of knowledge, defects in 
adjustment, еге, 

The Süksi who takes note of the knowledge graspa it 
as valid normally, asa rule, But when it finds obstructing 
factors which prevent зиссе Ги] implementation of the 
knowledge, it grasps the invalidity also, When it finds 
па such restrictive factors it grasps the validity of the 
knowledge, straightway, in so far as the self-validity of 
knowledge is the general principle in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary signifying iuvalidity, The resort 
to tests when hindered by doubts is to eliminate suspected 
defects and possibility of invalidity and xot fo wisblish 
validity.3 

2, Sh чигит стече оета, rere Up ДАТ sna 
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For Sáksi's role in intuiting PrimaAnya see chapters on Sakai 
in my Philasophy of Sri Madhpscarsa. (Delhi 1386) ch. xvii, xviii 
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This must make it clear that the invalidity of knowl- 
edge is always due to external factors, Therefore, there 
is always room for misapprehension, misleading the un- 
wary or defective means or nexus їп the production of the 
knowledge given by the words of other thinkers opposed 
to the teaching of the Vedas, The Vedas being Apauru- 
gcya (authorless) are [ree from these limitations. 

Vedas are a body of Varpas in a fixed, unaltered and 
eternally enduring order and arrangement of words which 
is not traceable to any author, ‘I'he reasons for ascribing 
to the Vedas auch an impersonal source and authority are 
the following : 


43, NEED TO RECOGNISE AN IMPERSONAL 
VERBAL TESTIMONY 

There is consensus among many thinkers about the 
existence of heaven and hell, right and wrong and other 
supersensuous values of life, The ultrasRatronalist {Сат- 
vüka) too will have to accept the existence of these values 
in the interest-of the purposiveness of his own teachings 
to secure the best interests and the greatest good of the 
largest numberof followers and their social harmony, This 
point has been established by the Sütraküra in the Cürva- 
kadhikarana (B.S, ii, 2, 6). 

The existence of these values, their binding character 
and their benevolent or malevolent effects in the case of 
their acceptance or non-acceptance in life cannot be 
understood without some authority or sanction, Such 
an authority cannot be the perceptions of human 
beings, Our perceptions are either external or internal; 
External perceptions operate thro’ external sense organs 
in respect of concrete substances, their forma and shape, 
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their inherent nature and propertica. Mental perceptions 
such as those of happiness or pain are testified. to by our 
personal experience of them, 

We have no such personal experience of Dharma, 
Adharma and other supersensuous values, The existence 
of Heaven and Hell are beyond the range of human per- 
ception on account of vast distance, It cannot be argued 
that the existence of these things is attested by persons of 
Yogic Siddhis, ‘Their perceptions cannot be ours, It is 
doubtful how far the Carvaka, who does not believe in 
the existence of supersensuous values of life, can accept 
Yogic vision, As there is па visible mark (лда connected 
with supersensuous values, they cannot be made the subject 
of inference, Tho’ the bare existence of зоте of these 
values may, in a way, be established by deduction of the 
nature of an invisible thing from a general law already 
known (simanyatodystdnundna), the details pertaining to the 
meana, resulis and organic relations between the means 
and the ends necessary for the successful implementation 
of those values to achieve promised goals cannot be known 
by mere inference, The minute distinctions relating to 
the causes and their effects of different kinds of ethical 
programmes to be pursued by votaries of different faiths 
cannot all of them be known thro’ inference. 

The only remaining source of knowledge left to us in 
this snpersensuaus field is Sabda-Pramaga. Words again, 
as pronouncements of human beings, however eminent, 
will not suffice to decide the issues. There are obvious 
limitations to human knowledge and competence, Men 
are subject ta doubts, Some have a tendency to deceive 
others and pose as men of omniscience.. They have their 
own physical or mental foibles. One cannot, therefore, 
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put implicit faith in their pronouncements about the nature 
af the other worlds or supérsensuous values of Dharma, 
Adharma, ete, 


We have, therefore, to rely on some impersonal 
Verbal testimony in regard to such. matters, We are led 
to this conclusion, in principle, and by the logical elimi- 
nation of other alternatives as a general proposition to be 


accepted by all thoughtful men. 


One may still object; Why should we go to an im- 
personal source for the knowledge of Dharma, Adharma 
and other values # There are highly reputed persons like 
the Buddha, Rabha, Jina, Kapila, Pasupati and other 
founders of systems of philosophy whose words are deemed 
to be authoritative in respect of these values. These 
persons are recognised as ''Parama-Apeas’’ (highly trust- 
worthy), As such, there should be по room to suspect 
these of deception or other foibles, 


But the point is this. It may be so if the authority 
of the Buddha or others is decisively established, We [eel 
there is no proof of this, For *‘Aptatva’’ consists in one's 
having complete knowledge of what is intended to be said, 
absence of possibility of deception, intention to convey the 
truth and nothing but the truth and the efficiency of the 
means of communication, The mental attitudes of othera 
and their workings are net open to our direct perception, 
Their Aptatva is not also open to inference, for want of 
conclusive marks, The statements made by. these persons 
regarding their own Aptatva, being statements of indivi- 
duals cannot be accepted as authority for reasons already 
given. As for impersonal verbal testimony apaicriseya- 
paiva) it is net accepted as authority by these philosophers, 
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In these circumstances, the distinction of being an 
“Apta has іо be merely attributed to them without 
proper evidence. Even after doing so it has further to be 
established that particular statements regarding Dharma 
and Adharma are their utterances. That also has to be attri- 
buted to them without proof For this reason of gravity 
of assumption ftalpana-gaurasa) it is difficult to accept a 
man's worda on the nature of Dharma and Adharma аз 
authoritative, We do not see in this world wise men 
аматар some persons to be reliable, without proof and 
solving the nature of Dharma and Adharma on that basis, 
We find them acknowledging persons as "Aptas'" only 
after convincing themselves of the fact by independent 
proofs, 

It is no doubt true that sometimes wise men are всей 
ta act without verifying the words of others in matters 
which are accomplished with very little toil or those which 
do not involve grave risks and complications, But in 
respect of plans and. projecta entailing great hardship or 
expenditure of wealth or resources, they are not seen to 
venture on them without first satisfying themselves about 
the validity of the knowledge pertaining to the projects 
and act on mere assumptions, 

Dharma and Adharma cannot be established by а 
simple general deduction that they are open to someone's 
perception because they are substances like a pot or à 
pitcher, thro’ S&münyatodrstanumana and then by logical 
elimination of other elaimants to the honour like Jina, 
Kapila and others and finally restricting 1t tà Bhagavan 
Buddha as the sole Apta, 

Once it is thus settled that the Buddha has had a 
direct perception of Dharma, Adharma and other values, 
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flaws like love and hate, likes and dislikes сап be taken to 
have been transcended by him. as these originate from 
Ajiidna. There is no possibility of deception in one wha 
is above likes and dislikes. It would be uncharitable to 
impute to such a person any wish ta deceive or mislead 
others, And it is hardly possible to suppose that an Арга 
who has attained such a high status can bear to remain 
unmoved and indifferent to the wees of his fellowmen 
immersed in the ocean of misery and suffering as a result 
of it, without knowing the ways and means of achieving 
what is good for themselves and avoiding what is detri- 
mental to their weal, 


Since callous indifference to the sufferings of others 
is generally beyond supposition even in our own Lives, 
small men though we ate, it would be unthinkable in the 
case ol such men. In this way the possibility of such a 
great man taking on himself the benevolent task of instruct- 
ing others is established in a general way. That being 
ag, there is no point in ignoring such an eligible person 
of established reputation and supposing someone else as 
Ара. It follows then that the Buddha-Agama is the 
Aptavükya. Where then is the question of gravity of 
assumption in preferring to understand the nature of 
Dharma and Adharma in accordance with its teachings, 
in as much as the other attributes of an Apta are realised 
in the Buddha ? 


The same line of argument has been put forward by 
adherents of other celebrities like Kapila, Kanada and 
Arhat. Therefore as the nature of Dharma and Adharma 
can be established on the basis of the authoritative state- 
ments of such eminent human beings, there ia no need 
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to opt for an impersonal source of verbal testimony in. res- 
pect af these supersensuous values thro’ logical eliminatian 


of all human sources, 


44, REFUTATION OF ARGUMENTS AGAINST 
APAURUSEYAVAKYA AS PRAMANA 

The Ácarya refutes the foregoing; It is not possible 
to establish that a man like Buddha has had perception of 
Dharma and Adharma, on the basis of a general deduc- 
tion that these supersensuous values must be open to some- 
one's perception as they are substances. As a similar 
reasoning can be put forward on Бећа of many other 
celebrities also, it i$ only by eliminating all the reat that 
the Buddha can be recognised as "Apta-tama". Logical 
climination is also a form of inference, And such an 
inference can be upset by a counter опе that the Buddha 
could nor have had any direct perception of Dharma, 
Adharma as he is only а hunan being, like X or Y. It 
should be obvious that the general deduction cannot 
atraight away make the Buddha a Dharmadarsi. П. сап only 
be done by a lParisesanumana (elimination) by barring the 
claims of other Tirthaukaras, But this Parigesinumaina 
can operate ошу alter the ground is cleared of the opposi- 
tion presented by the Siddhantin’s counter-inference. In 
the circumstances the attempt made to free the Buddha from 
the common defects of human sources of knowledge such 
as deceptiveness, ignorance and so on in order to qualify 
him lor being a Dharmadarsl will have to abart, 

The Pürvapaksa contends that the general principle 
that supersensuous values must be open to someone's 
perception is unexceptianable. For, if the choice of such 
a person cannot fall on the Buddha, the question would 
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be whether it (alla on someone else or on nene at all, In 
the first alternative the Siddhantin's premise of "being a 
mere human being" брила will be subject to the 
fallacy of being present where there is no Sádhya 
(dharmadarsitva) according to the Siddhanta, If it falls 
on na ene at all, the general deduction [Sámanyanumana) 
itself will be violated, which cannat be. 

The answer i$ that we do aal concede the validity af 
the general deduction here, аз it stands stultified урааа 
їп aur own experience as much as elsewhere in the 
Buddha and others, Hence the general deduction cannot 
be terminated in favor of the Buddha as a Darmadarsi, 

To conclude—in so far as an (impersonal) Verbal 
testimony has got to be accepted to account for the establish- 
ment of Dharma and other supersensuous values of life 
which cannot be established on any other evidence, such 
Verhal testimony ultimately turns out to the Vedas only 
as all other sacred books and pronouncements of other 
Tirtankaras are "authored'' and known to be so, They 
arc not also. primarily concerned. with the ascertainment 
of Dharma, Adharma, etc. 


Does that mean that all men should be deriving 
their knowledge of Dharma and Adharma from the Vedas? 
That ia true enough. However, even tho’ the general 
nature of Dharma is presented in the Vedas, divergent 
views among philosophers are only in respect of its rami- 
fications, due to laws in the mental make-up of these 
different thinkers straying from the apirit of the Vedas, 


VAISESIKA VIEW REFUTED 
The Valgegikas look upon God as the autkor af the Fedas, 
This is not tenable, For then the question will have to be 





JIJRASADHIKARANAM 143 


answered if, after producing the Vedas in one Kalpa and 
teaching them to some disciples, God teaches the same 
Feda to another set of disciples in the next Каіра or 
composes another Veda newly, [Pit is the same one, how 
is one ta be so sure of that? LE the reply is that the first 
one has not been forgotten there is no point in God 
composing a new Veda. We may ask if God really forgets 
the Vedas composed by him in a previous age of 
the world Каіра} so that He is driven ta the necessity 
of producing a new Veda, As God cannot be subject 
to forgettulness, the existence of the same Yeda in 
each preceding Kalpa as far back as our imagination 
can reach must be conceded, The same thing cannot be 
extended to the Puranas also, as their being composed 
afresh is stated in the Purfinas themselves, We cannot 
gay God has any personal purpose to serve in allowing 
the Purünas to be composed alresh in each Каіра, 
For, His reasons in the interests of others cannat be 
known by us with our limited understanding, We can 
only suppose there must be some good reason for what 
God chooses to do, 


THE CARVAKA POSITION EXAMINED 
Even the Carvaka philosopher who denies the necessity 

to recognise Verbal testimony as an independent Pramana 
and refuses to accept the existence of supersensuous 
values will have to accept an impersonal verbal testimony, 
even to establish the non-existence of those values, 

эга атча e | 

чаа at cr етн qa | 
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On what authority is the Cárvàka holding that there 
are no supersensuous values 2 It cannot be merely by our 
own Pratyaksa, the only Pramána acceptable to him, as 
he docs not recognise inference as an. independent means 
of proof, Even if he concedes inference, it cannot оре» 
rate in respect of Abhavas"" ‘such as Dharmübháva), He 
must, therefore, rely only on some verbal testimony in 
respect of the absence of supersensuous values. Such a 
verbal testimomy in respect of the existence or the non- 
existence of supersenuous values can only be an impersonal 
one, as has already been established by us, 

The Carvüka cannot establish the absence of auper- 
sensuous values on the authority of Pratyaksa as in the 
ease of the absence of the pot on the ground. For, unlike 
the pot, Dharma, Adharma and such others are beyond 
the purview fayogya} of Pratyaksa and hence (Aer mbsence 
foo cannol br asserted ox (s festimoay, It cannot be contended 
that there is no need ta take into account the question of 
the fitness (yor yata} of the subject to be presented to 
Pratyakga in deciding the question of its absence, Why 
not assume unreservedly that whatever is not perceived is 
non-existent ? Such an offhand procedure may pass muster 
if there is unanimity of opinion among thinkers on the 
point, and if it is ast also true that properties like taste and 
amell are not and cannot be "'sensed" by the visual organ 
and that, therefore, their absence cannot be asserted an 
the sele authority of visual perception, When, therefore 
there is divergence. of views il something is not perceived 
because it is not fit fo be perceived by the visual sense, its nol 
being perceived can only lead to a legitimate doubt as in 
the case of the point at issue, whether Dharma and other 
values are really non-existent, hecause they are not visually 
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perceived or are open te some other Pramana like Sabda, 
Опе cannot, therefore, defy established laws of thought 
and dismiss the legitimate doubts about the existence of 
supersensuous values on one's own terms of reference. 
Even to settle this sort of doubts in respect of the differ- 
ences of opinion among philosophers (Wading) on the 
question of the existence of asupersensuous values like 
Dharma and Adharma, Impersonal Verbal Testimony has 
ultimately to be called in for reasons already aet forth. 


We have, therefore, to admit that the Vedas being 
Apaurugeya and therefore free from the defects and limit- 
ations associated with personal authority of an Author are 
valid in their own right (120a ena promanaim J.! 


ANVITABHIDHANA VADA 


We tutn now to consider the Pürvapaksa objection 
that inquiry into Brahman as the subject matter of the 
Vedas is untenable, because they cannot operate as a 
Pramana in regard to Brahman, as there is no intelligible 
explanation of the linguistic mechanism itself by which 
the synthesised over-all meaning and purport of the parts 
ala sentence as auch is arrived at, 


і. The subject of Veda-Apaurugeyatva has been wart awkis- 
finely dircursed by Wydsa-tirtha in hia Tarka- Taugare, against 
all possible objections of different schools, in the very first 
Pariccheda, following the Siddhinta position as set forth in the 
works of Madhva and Jayatirtha and. by reinforcing them with 
many additional arguments 2 

arnir ва ВА: 1 
эга; Ец SCA var 1l 
Nyasatirtha—T31,—Par, 1 
МУ pu 
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To explain: Sabda, in order ta be a Ргатйпа, will 
have to express the meaning of a word either in isolation or 
as worda forming part of a sentence asa whole, The mean- 
ings of individual words are established on the authority 
of grammar, lexica, Aptavakya and such other means and 
cannet be regarded as the Visaya of Sabda Pramana, 


If the meanings of words are not already known, 
their connected sense in a sentence cannot be grasped. 
Even tho’ ЁРгйтапуа consists in being true to fact 
[ sathatheam ) and nat in. denoting what is not previously 
known or denoted, yet in во far as Sabda-Pramina, like a 
ayllogistic reasoning, is addressed to another to enlighten 
him, it would поѓ Бе proper to make it express whak haa 
already been made known by another Pramága. Tho’ 
making known the already known is a logical defect, 
where human speech is concerned, it may eo! be so in an 
Apaurugeyapramina, Still, it may deter the inquirer from 
pursuing the matter and this will put a stop tothe proposed 
inquiry into Brahman, 


Nor ean Sabda be a Pramána with reference to the 
meaning and import of the entire sentence. There ia no 
means by which Sabda can produce an integrated mean- 
ing of à whale sentence made up of a number of wards, 


The syllables which make up a ward and individual 
words as auch will cease to be when the next one is spelt 
out. In the circumstances, neither their meanings nor the 
memory of the impressions left by their first experience of 
utterance will be left to be pieced together, later, ач Aer, 
as the memory images will also be subject ta the order of 
auccession of their original experiences and this order too 
will be lost with the cessation of their prototypes, The 
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reliance on the memory images, so heavily, would also 
deprive the over-all meaning of its status of being а Verba? 
judgment (zükyarthabodharya dibdatedyagak), Moreover, there 
will be no orderly succession of their ideas, And it is 
only such an orderly succession of words and their mean- 
ings that can give rise to a coget meaning, The memory 
impressions too will have to be based on the order of their 
first actual experience. The knowledge arising from them 
cannot therefore, be without an internal order. If it is 
contended that a very powerful mental impression cover- 
ing the entire lot of the Varpas uttered arising [rom a 
serica of experiences going back on one another guarantees 
a single act of memory, we have ta point out that it would 
be wanting in succession of ideas to make it meaningful, 
For it ia only a specifie order of words and ideas entering 
intoan orderly arrangement that can give rise tà a cogent 
meaning, Without such an order one could hardly 
distinguish between the meanings of any two words like 
iquam! and warem’ or “калод? and ‘sarak. 

We cannot also accept the explanation that Sanskrit, 
the language of the Vedas, being a ‘synthetic’ one there 
is а natural expectancy (ataitsa) between the verbal 
injunctive suffix and the stem standing for the chject with 
its own ease-suffix, These two taken in their logical 
juxtaposition will maturally express their respective 
meanings in correlation to each other and this principle 
сап be extended to the other terms in the sentence accord- 
ing to exigencies, which will give ua the over-all meaning 
and import of the entire sentence, 

This explanation toa is inadequate, The mere logical 
juxtaposition of the Kriyüpada [verb] and the Karma- 
kiraka (case-form) cannot confer on them the additional 

* 


145 NYAYASUDHA 


power of getting them integrated, The same difficulty 
would apply ta the olher explanation that the meaning of 
words expressed by words forming part of a sentence 
possessed of the requisite mutual expectancy, continuity 
and fitness become mutually integrated and express their 
total sense, For, tho’ the meanings of words may be 
interrelated theae words can only express their own actual 
meanings and can have ло advifional power af expressing 
фей mutual interrelation, 


Tt is, therefore, necessary to agree to what is known 
as ''Anvitibhidhanavada ", according to which the 
connotative power of words and their range is understood 
from observing the manner in which the initial linguistic 
judgments are formed while picking up а language, No 
Judgment ia formed in respect of the bare meanings of words 
in their isolation but only as syntactically related to others 
in order to lead to effective Fruicful commerce | eyovafüra). 
It stands to reason then that all meaningful words forming 
part of a sentence express their own meanings only as 
firat of all being syntactically connected with some other 
relevant and salable correlate in a broad and general way, The 
compresence of the other terms acts as auxiliaries in express- 
ing the more detailed and intimate shader af tir coalescence af 
meosinsr, without necessitating an additions! power to secure 





чантата gr | (AS) 
Also: mi атачае ерата Гага, vera 
sired Baisa aaiae (PP 


This is to be construed ав: 


warawara яй сатав eret Aafia (17) 
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There is thus no difficulty in Vedic sentences expresie 
ing their integrated meanings thro’ the internal mechanism 
and dynamics of {yogyetara)—Samanyainvitabhidhana, 
terminating in t Visesinvaya ^* with the help of the other 
correlative, 

Therefore, the proposed inquiry inte the nature and 
attributes of Brahman as a Siddhavastu on the authority of 
the Vedas is fully justified. 


NEED TO ASSIGN DISTINCTIVE MEANINGS AND 
PURPOSE TO ‘АТНА " AND € АТАН" 
IN THE OPENING SOTRA 


In the preceding section, the Асагуа had expounded 
his interpretation of '" ek" of the first бта їн fre 
differen! ways, embodying five different grounds on which 
the proposed inquiry into Brahman rests for its acceptance, 
‘Atha’ has been explained by him in his Bhayya aa refer- 
ring to the qualifications expected of aspirants wishing to 
make the inquiry, There is thus no repetition or ower- 
lapping of sense in his interpretation of Ama and Ateh as 
there is in those of the Vrittikfra, Raámáünuja and some 
others. They have explained s as having the same 
purport as ‘Atha’ as reinforcing what has already been 
said by А, emphasising that the inquiry must be under- 
taken for reasons given by Aida by implication, 


One can readily understand that Atha must signify 
some thing more than mere sequence or ** subsequence"! 
(anantarve) fo something antecedent, as mere subsequence 
would mean nothing in particular, It must, therefore, 
refer to something which has already taken place { piirza- 
prakria) making it the starting point for going ahead with 
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the proposed inquiry for sufficient reasons, other than 
what has ропе before. But as dite itself, as interpreted 
by these commentators, provides sufficient in-built reasons 
for opening the inquiry viz., the impermanence of the 
rewards of Karmavicira and Karmakanda (the other] Arak 
harping on the same string of the impermanence of the 
fruits of Karmavicara by way of stressing the need for 
Brahmavicara, because of the impermanence of the fruits 
of Karma and the everlasting nature of the (ruit of 
Brahmavicira becomes redundant, 

Tho! this reason ia only implicit in the meaning of 
Atha (as subsequence ta the inquiry into Karmakanda, as 
interpreted by the Wrttikdra and others), it is this derived 
sense of Atha [and ao! the actual expressed. sense of Atha 
which is sequence as such? which is its import and it is 
that import which enters into syntactic relation with the 
other words in the proposition. Hence, the reduadancy 
would be unavoidable, In our interpretation Aite refers 
to the qualifications of the aspirant by way of anticipating 
and removing an objection to the inquiry on the ground 
of there being an eligible Adhikari to make the inquiry, 
That Pürva-Mimámsakas commenting on А and Ат in 
the Sütra of Jaimini have assigned the same meaning of 
t hetutva > to both is not surely binding on us, The pain 
of burning one’s hand will not be any the less because 
somebody also has also burnt his! Tt ia, therefore, fit and 
proper to construe Atha as referring to the qualifications 
ef the Adhikürins and Areh to other good reasons that 
there is a viable subject for inquiry and that such inquiry 
is necessary and purposeful, 

Some commentators have read * айар ' as one 
word to avoid the redundancy seen in the Vrttikara's 
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interpretation. Buta newfangled construction cannot he 
accepted when it is possible to give cach word a distinctive 
meaning and purpose which will sat overlap, 


Well then, the doctrine of the validity of the Vedas 
and such other matters have already been dealt with in the 
Pūrva Mimaümsa, Where then is the need to deal with 
them here again ? The question presupposes that there is 
an organic relation between the two Xlimümsas. ‘This is 
not acceptable to us. Mor do we accept the probative 
dependence (upajivyatva) of the Pirvamim§ms§ with 
reference to the Brahmamimamsa or even the tri-unity of 
the three Mimaümsás (Karma, Devatü and Brahma) as 
limbs of a Sariraka Sastra of twenty Adhyfyas {аз the 
Visistádvaitins believe), We accept the authority of the 
Purágas that not only the Pirvamimamsa sütras but many 
other branches of Vedic exegesis derive the sanction, 
authority and guidelines for their directive principles from 
the rulings of Brahmasütras Ўр ахуа satearya yal- 
jramünasea niraayad! (Shanda g: by Madhva BSE, ill) 


The establishment of the validity of the Vedas in the 
Na Vilaksatieteddhitarane (11,1,4) Ia only by way of clucidating 
what has been brielly touched upon by Atah in some other 
places in the third and fourth Раа of the Avirodhadhyaya, 
where the validity of the Vedas has been pressed into 
service in résolving the mutual conflict of texts on the 
genesis and anaditva of certain {яг like  AkBsa, 
Jiva, ete, 


It cannot he said that the Acürya's explanation of 
Atak as overthrowing the position that Кагуа is the central 


1, On this see the Appendix for a separate note, 
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purport of the Vedas is out of place under the opening 
Sütra as the said Mimümsaka view is going to be refuted 
under the fourth Sūtra Tenu летала by establishing the 
jamanpaya of бяга ina Siddhavastu like Brahman Гог, 
the establishment of Siddhe Vyutpatti under the Samanvaya 
Sütra would be briefed as the very opening of the inquiry 
into Brahman as a Siddhayastu cannot be sustained unless 
the opposition posed by the Karyativida of the Pūrva- 
mimamsakas is nipped in the bud to make way for. the 
opening of the inquiry into Brahman as a Siddhavyastu. 
The purpose of the Samanvaya Siitra is to substantiate the 
definition of Brahman given in the second Sütra as the 
Author of the eightfold dispensations of the Universe, as 
made known only by the Sastra (1, 1, 3) by disposing of 
the claims of all other deities and principles to the Sastra- 
yonitva of what is “Jagatkaranam ' and establishing the 
Supreme Brahman alone aa being "Aastrayoni'' primarily 
the subject matter of the entire Sastra and the author of 
all the eightfold dispensations of the world of matter and 
souls, The Piryamimaimsaka, who is a Küryatüvádi does 
not accept the existence of a Brahman аё such and is least 
interested in or concerned with its authorship of the 
universe on the authority of the Sütra (ms he does not 
admit any creation or dissolution of the world) (Na kadaci 
antdysam jagat). It would thus be out of place for the 
Sütrakara to enter into any dialogue with the Pūrva- 
Mimamsaka in the Samanvaya Sūtra to establish the 
thesis of Siddhe vyutpatti, as against the Káryativüda of 
the Mimamsaka, 
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CONTEXTUAL RELEVANCE AND NECESSITY OF 
THE FIVE DIFFERENT EXPLANATIONS OF 
АТАН?” IN BS. i, 1.1. 


The question may be raised in regard to the five 
distinct explanations of the word ** Atah "^ offered by the 
Acirya. Опе is about their thematic connection with the 
proposed inquiry and the other ia why they have not been 
discussed by the Sutrakara himself, if they are so organi- 
cally connected with the subject matter of the inquiry and 
its purposefulness, 

The first question is easily answered, Of the five 
topics brought under the scope of Atah, insistence on the 
irrefragable reality of the world and of the bondage of 
souls therein, as well as the indispensability of Divine 
Grace in the final and complete termination of that bond- 
age (even) after the attainment of knowledge of Brahman 
make the removal of auch.a bondage more meaningful and 
significant than in the Advaita view of their essential 
unreality (mitkyatram)!, The refutation of the Mimamsaka 
view of the Karyaparata of the Srutis enables them ta give 
true knowledge about the nature and attributes of Brahman 
as a sclf-existent reality (арат у which is to be known 
and realised for its own sake as the highest value in itself, 
The establishment of Vedaprüámánya and Anvitibhidhina 
in the production of cogent and meaningful linguistic 
judgements (uakyarihabedia) overcomes the obstacles placed 
in the way of the Siddha Brahman being aceepted as the 
fittest subject and the most purposeful object of inquiry in 
the Srutis : 

1, Bee агата ечат аига] 

amaa sun ur dar жап! || (Suresvara) 
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ga: Vora, ЯП ины, TTT 
шпа, Femme, acer Раса нча, afar far. 
ата 399 AACR camem: TT GAT: | 
amazi ялїляїйдїтүаң | eq 44 Rafig- 
уяң! —(Raghavendra МР) 


Thus the five topics discussed have a close thematic 
bearing on the establishment of a proper subject of inquiry 
and its purposcefulness. 


The second question is somewhat complicated, Аз 
this is the very first Sütra of Badarüyana's work, without a 
before, he must have spelt out his reasons explicitly and 
fully instead of hinting at them by an "Асар" and leaving 
it ta others to clarify them. How can we be sure of what 


his actual reasons were P 


To end this vagueness and uncertainty, the Асагуа 
observes that the Sütrakara has not spelt out these here in 
the Bralimasütras, as these and many other topics connected 
with the logic, epistemology and metaphysics of the 
Vedanta have been dealt with by him at great length in 
an earlier work of his own—the Brolmaterkal, 


1. Вгайта Таға appears to be an ancient Tarkaddstra 
pertaining to Vedantic metaphysics, salvaged by Madhyacarya 
from ancient fading and forgotten sources which he rescued [rom 
oblivion by his diligent search for ancient Mss., as he himself 
tells us in his bh, Fo. ii, 3-7, [tis significant he does not 
mention or quote from it in his earliest work the Gitisádg ya, 
which shows that it had not yer reached his hands while writing 
the Gitdbhóg ee, tho" he might have known about its existence, 
That Brahmatarta is а genuine work now lost to us may be 
gathered from the fact that numerous verses of varying lengths, 
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BRAHMATAREA АМ АКСА OF 
BRAHMAMIMAMSA SASTRA 


It may be asked how can something discussed in a 
different work which has no thematic relation with the 
Brahmasütras he auppesed to be contextually given for 
purposes of this Sütra and pre-supposed by "Atab"'? In 
that case, what prevents the Ата?" from relerring to 
what has been saidinthe Pūrva mimamsa Sütras themselves 
on Vedáprümünya and other topics instead of going all 
the way to the Brahmatarke ? 

The Ac&rya answers that unlike the Pürvamimámsá, 
Braühmatorka is a subsidiary байда of the Vedas, This 
is clear (rom the text of the Aena Up. fiv,8) that the Vedas, 
together with all their Angas and the ‘Satyam’? (Brahma- 
mimüms&] constitute the basis [AHya/snam] of Brahmavidya. 
The expression ‘АЦ the aügas"" includes besides the well 
known angas and the Brahmasütras (Batyam) the Pur&pas, 
Smrti and Tarkadistra, which make the ‘fourteen 
celebrated Vidyasthánáni" recognised by tradition. 

But as the first five topics under reference have been 
dealt with by Badarayana himsell in his Brahmatarka at 





dealing with questions of logic, Praminas and their definitions, 
Sakai, Upajivya Pramana, relative strength of Tiitparyalingas, 
relative atatus of Sruti vs, Pratyakga and so on are found cited 
from thë Brekmatarta by the Acárya in his subsequent works, 

The late CR. Krishna Rao, retired Di. Judge had published 
a classified. list of some seven hundred verses as quoted by 
Madhya in many of his works. (See his Madhea and Brohmatarko, 
Udupi, 18605, 

The second half of a verse from гача cited by 
Madhya in his FT figures in Advaitünanda's Hraümaeidydbiarana 
on Saikara's BSR, whose interpretation he rejects on the basis 
ofa Mimámsá ruling See my HDSV, 2nd Edn. Delhi, 1981,3 
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length, he has contented himself here with a brief hint ta 
the effect that these topics have been discussed by him 
élsewhere, by using the term Агар?" (therefore) to refer 
briefly to his extensive discussion of these topica in а 
logical treatise called Brakmatarka, ancillary to the Brahma- 
mimdmad Sástra, composed by himself! 


It has to be noted that in order to cover both the 
questions raised, the word ‘atal’ in Madhva's statement : 
Зараа ate ttyabhyasitcaye! isgrammatically derived [rom 
the stem бева? (this) with the suffix (pratyaye) “tasil’ (tak) 
used in the sense of the ablative case (for this reason or 
these reasons], "The grammatical details of the derivation 
have been PUR by dicto Tirtha?, 


1rrab- 


uu to be the very first Sitra of TERESI s work, 
which has no before or anything preceding it, sa far as 
pur knowledge goes, to which a brief reference may be 
supposed to be made by atah’, how could these five topics 
be regarded as ‘given’ in an. earlier context (pilrmepratyta) 
deserving tecapitulation ? Moreover, as Acarya Madhva 
docs mot accept any organic relation between the 
Parva and Uttara Mim&msüs he cannot get away with the 
explanation that at least some of the topics raised by him 
have already been dealt with in the Pürvamimamsa of 
Jaimini; to which a brief reference by ‘atah’ may һе 


1, abd афта иша fü Bee | 
ack Frerrreegearer азга ahaa it [АР 
9. ig^ sf cater dapeppnfésspe: &d wae set 
фат: ает ‘пят? sf шЇйє шй iunt він feres 
aura, "ада" ela опаа ятаи, md quit, shen 
taai Ратаева aia ale epp || (NSP. р, 95 b) 
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permitted, Further, topics like Vedaprámanya, doctrine 
of grace and others being most vital to Brahma-vicara, опе 
would expect them ta be dealt with by the Sütrakáüra 
himself at full length, instead of being hinted at by a brief 
‘atah’. (These points are now answered. by the Acárya,] 


It is no doubt true that in the statement of the Sitra- 
kara ** Агар Brahmajijfiasa **, the term "atab' is intended 
ta refer ta certain reasons (Bei which are contextually 
Pertinent to the suucessful pursuit of the proposed inquiry 
into Brahman. As the five topics viz, the place of 
Divine grace in the attainment of Breahmajnüna, the 
reality of bondage, the Siddhavastuparata of the Vedas 
and their Svatah-Praminya and Anvitabhidhina have an 
intimate bearing on the purposefulness of the proposed 
inquiry and in catablishing Brahman asa viable subject of 
the proposed inquiry, they are very mech contextually relevent 
(бера) as reasons justifying the proposed inquiry and 
carrying it to a successful termination. 


Brakma-Tarka is a Tarkagastra—a treatise on Theistic 
Logic and metaphysics, It is an Anga or subsidiary 
to the Prameya Sastra viz, the Brahmamimamsi, As 
such the two have their own distinctive range {Vidva- 
pribaktes) tho’ interrelated as subsidiary and main, It will 
not bein keeping with this relation if topics like Veda- 
pramfnysa, Anvitübhidhüna, Siddhe-Vyutpatti are elabo- 
rately dealt with in beth, ‘There will be no harm, how- 
ever ifthe Prameya Язга (Brahma Sūtra) makes a brief 
reference to some of the findings of the Aredenatarke and 
presses them into service by the term ‘atah’ If the 
Brahmatarka has nothing in common with the Brahma- 
aütras, itcannot be regarded as its Aüga-Sastra; What 
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has been elaborated in the Айда банга can legitimately be 
hinted at in the main treatise, 


Aa the Brahmatarka is an indispensable Айда of the 
Prameya-sastra, the truths. (Premeyas] taught in it are 
naturally. to be "sifted"" in the light of the Pramanas 
(means of proof) like the Sákgi and the Myayas or 
principles of interpretation such as the relative strength 
of the Upajivya and Upajivaka Pramanas, the precedence 
among the Tatparyalingas etc., in order to eliminate 
erroneous positions of other thinkers on the nature of 
Prameyas auch as God (Brahmani, the souls, the nature 
and statua of the world, the origin of human bondage and 
the nature of final release from it? 


In the circumstances, a brief reference to the findings 
of the Brahmatarka on these crucial issues germane to 
Brahmajijfiasa is not logically and contextually ir 


admissible and need not cause any surprise. 


As the most welleinformed and faithful exponent of 
the Sütrakára's work and mind, Ac&rya Madhva has 
discharged his responsibility as a commentator by bringing 
to light the full force and supgestiveness of the term ** atah "' 
as intended by the Sütraküra, We for cur part have only 
further elucidated the intricacies of the arguments of the 
Acirya couched in his wsually succinct manner, by 
displaying the lay out of the arguments and filling out 
their details and supplying missing or suppressed links. 


1, дате PETA aera | 
ич afees: лег Waser | 
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BADARÁYANA-VYASA 15 THE AUTHOR OF THE 
ABRIDGED VERSION OF THE BRAHMA-TARKA 


It may sill be asked—How cana Tarka банга? be 
admitted as ап Апра оГ Brahmavidyi, when the same 
Tarkasastra has been frowned upon and refuted in the 
Brahmaaitra: Mahsd-dirghassd ра (34.2.11)? How can two 
such antagonistic works be related as main and subsidiary Р 

The anawer is that the “Tarkadistra’ we accept as 
subsidiary ta Brahmavidyé is the '* Brahmatarka ^". which 
isa work of Bhagavan Badarayaga Vyāsa himself, while 
the Tarkassstra censured in the Brahmasütra is the one 
associated with the names of Kanada and Gautama, which 
are ‘Hattuka’! [opposed to the Vedas), 


But how can you say Vyasa is the author of the 
Найта ? ‘The Риг пая ascribe it to Visgu, It cannot be 
that there are two such works, one by Vyasa and another 
by Visnu, Ifso, there is no reason to dispense with Visnu's 
work in preference to Wydsa’s, If Wylsa's can be held ta 
be more valid, why not the other way about? If both are 
valid, where is the justification for Vyasa to compose а 
separate work on the same subject ? 

The Асӣгуа answers: Vyasa abridged the original 
Brahmatarka running to fifty crores of granthas composed 
by himself in his NiviyapasAvatara to one of five 
thousand verses ; 

ralmaisrkam ca Bhagaedn sa (va Aptavdn pradauk 
Райо ато оа тан Narüyanatamau kriit 
Uddhrtys #айей:ййаттат krisvat Büdorüyanak 





. For Systems of | philosophy placed under the category of 
ЖЫШ sem my SPC Vol II p. 6, Munshiram Manoharlal, 
Delhii—(1886]. 
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All this apart, topics like the reality of the world of 
experience and the bondage of souls in Samsara have a 
right. to be considered very much “‘ contextually given ^* 
(paramaprakrig) lor that matter, They impinge on our 
lives and are entitled ta be considered pressing enough ta 
be alluded to by “atah in the Sūtra, calling for 
Brahmajijnasa as the only way our for our getting rid of 
Samsara, For what impinges on the minds of men and 
women all over the world, day in and day out, has an 
indisputable rigk£ ta be taken into account and considered 
as ‘given’ in experience a priori, in the Full sense of the 
term, The reference to such poignant experiences in our 
religious literature ia merely а painter to their being very 
much given, A brief reference to this grim reality of 
bondage and the imperative need ta geek refuge in the grace 
and mercy of the Lord of the Universe lor complete and 
lasting deliverance from such recurring bondage, by a brief 
reference thro’ ‘atah’ embodied in the opening Sūtra 
cannot be deemed to be far-fetched, 


The arguments of other philosophers who dismiss the 
grim reality of the world and our bondage therein as unreal 
[mithyd), in the last analysis, are so shallow in their logic 
and wanting in substance that the Sütrakára has not chosen 
io go inte them in detail, He has, therefore, expressed his 
disapproval of them by an aa: "atah', The Acáarya, for his 
part, has laid bare their rifts and fallacies to some extent 
in а rapid survey. 

Going forward in the same direction, we have examined 
each and every question and concept at length giving 
greater amplitude of utterance to the Acürya's criticisms 
and a wider coverage, 
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HJNASYA-BRAHMAN 18 VISNU—NARAYANA 


The identity of the Jijigaya-Braiman with Visnu- 
Nardyana has been established by the Асагуа in his Sütra- 
bhagya on the authority of Stutis and Smytis—Hralmeiabdasce 
Врв, 

He reinforces his stand here with fresh evidence 
adduced from the Devati-Kasda which is accepted as one 
of the three Mimamsis—Karma, Devata and Brahma, The 
original text of the Daivi- Mimimsa-or Devata-Raánda is now 
probably lost со us. The Acirya has cited the last twa 
Sutras of this work : 

Sa йиш dhe M; Tam Brakmebydeakzate Tam Brahinetydeskrate,! 
which mean: The Supreme Being is Visnu, Зо proclaim 
the Srutis, They speak of him as ‘Brahman’, 

These two Sfitras and the opening Sūtra of the Daivis 
Mimamaa ‘Athato Daivi Mimamsa’ are said to have been 
composed by Vyasa himself while the remaining are attri- 
buted to his two disciples Sega and Paila (in the Puranas), 
The Brahmasütras are believed to have been composed by 
Vyāsa after the last two Sütras of the Daivi Mimamsa, Tt 
follows from this that the term ‘Brahman’ in the opening 
Sütra of Badariyana is intended to refer to ‘Wiggu’ who 
has been declared to be the ‘Brahman’ in the closing 
Sfitras of the Devati-Kanda, The Асӣгуа; therefore, takes 
his stand in his AF on this fresh evidence in reinforcing his 





. The authenticity of the. last two Sütras of the Daivi- 
ny cited by Madhva has heen vouched for by Riminuja’s 
commentator Vedinta Dedika in his Satadísant * ая handed down 
by the tradition of ‘the knowers of truth? {Hi Tafleapidim 
sampraddyeh| For details see my Самте Ыза of Bri 
Madhvàacirya, Law Journal Press, Madras, 1934+ (Notes), 

AS 11 
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identification of Brahman with Visnu--Nàarüvana, made in 
his Sütra-Bhágya earlier, 


a4 aaa тда, Чаа | 
"a reper fir gad were: mer || 


Apart from this, he also makes it clear that the 
philosophical etymology of the epithets Уо", ‘Narayana’ 
and ‘Brahman’ ir {Ёё samme—'Brahman' denoting the 
Supreme Reality which is unlimited by time and space and 
із an embodiment of infinite perfections. ‘Narayana’ also 
carries the same sense of freedom from all imperfections 
and limitations of time and space,! As explained by 
Madhva, ‘ara’ in ‘Narayana’ signifies defects or imperfec- 
tions and ‘па? (the negative particle] which forms the 
initial syllable negates all such defects in the person 
denoted by the appellation 'Aaürayana'*. ‘Vignu’ also 
denotes an all-pervasive Being (odiis) from ‘Vis’ to 
pervade, Such pervasion is necessarily in terms of space 
and time and in respect of infinitude of auspicious attei- 
butes, By another acerpted etymology from. the Mans 
ciet "Nar aid refers to the Supreme Brahman reposing 


1, This point has been impressively brought out by Widens 
tirtha in his TC) ton яаа qua Gran qon | atest 


my —" merase Remia sft Bharama fü "fag" 
ва! | 
2. pam aaga Чаїде uqeur: | 
аг ATT ЕБ Sar aam, ses ega: || ГАР) 
эт этч т аа rara] чча і (TD) 
Or “fed vu яный aes geared ч! аага гартаа ја) 
“are affa seria) art al (Fileakofa) 
q. by Vadiraja (ASG) 
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in the primeval waters of the Deluge of Mahapralaya in 
which the cosmos lay submerged, The Rg Veda describes 
this Supreme Reality as the One which waa breathing windless 
hy its own power when the world was still in the womb 


of creation, 


Antd avlem svadkaya Tad ekam 
Tasmad aha enjan na pura kincang Asa (RV, X.129,2] 


The Chan, Up. (iii. 13, I] refers to this Brahman as ‘Jalan’ 
(breathing in the waters) ta be meditated upon аз 'Sarvam* 
the infinite /pürgam;. The Асйгуа also cites the evidence 
from the Ambhrni-Stkta of Rg Voda (X, 195, 7), where 
Ambhpnt identified with Srltattva or Cit-Prakrti of 
Vaisnava theology, the presiding deity of Müla-Prakrti 
proclaims her own greatness and cosmic powers and control 
over the gods, Rais and Men and concludes her recital 
with the words ‘My source is the One who reposes in the 
waters of the ocean (Alama yenir aprrantas samudre). The 
Тани. Avanyata also (X, 1, 1) lauds the Supreme Being as 
the 'begetter of Milaprakrti, the womb of the Cosmos 
[Fatah prerii jagatah promit J- 


CONCLUSION 


The consolidated evidence of Vedic and Poat-Vedic 
literature is thus predominantly in favor of the Acarya’s 
identification of the Jijfüasya-Brahman of the Vedas, 
Upanisads and the Bralimiüsttra with Vignu-arayana, — It 
may, however, appear to some that this is introducing à 
theological element into the interpretation of the Sütras, 


But we must remember that the problem before the 
AÁcürya, er the fast great ryrtemaliser of the Vedanta Dardana, 
destined to give rebuat and final form and shape to the 

Ж 
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pristine theism ingrained and reflected. in the whale 
corpus of the religious and philosophical heritage of Vedic 
origin and its transmission thro’ ages,! was the accomplish- 
ment of the final resolution and Mahasamanvaya of all 
the seemingly ‘Rathenotheistic? tendencies in the texts in 
the all-embracing concept of the Arga-tradition of ** Ekam 
sad viprà bahudha vadanti** (Rg Fede i, 164,34! and '* Yo 
devinam namadhà eka eva'’ [Re Feds X, 82,8) by 
placing before the world the message of the ONE SUPREME 
BEING AS THE SARVANAMAVAN * in whom all the 
names of the various gods lauded in the Vedas find the 
fullest expression of their plenary connotation as the 
“© Antaryümi "* of all of them-——iutiowt doing away with Her 
ewm Pmdinidua! exiptence and limited jurisdiction over the govern 
sent of the cosmos under the aegis of the One Supreme. 


Adhering to this technique of Sastrasamanvaya in the 
one ultimate reality, Асатуа Madhya has been able to 
explain the rationale of the practical acceptance of the 
multiplicity of the Vedic Pantheon under the dispensation 
af the One Sarvanamavan with the help of the exegetical 
principles of *Parama-Mukhya-Vrtti* and ‘Mukhya V rtci'? 
in the cogent exposition of the process of Samanyaya of all 
the (four) types of Sabdas, Anyatraprasiddha, Ubhavatra- 
prasiddha, Anyatraivaprasiddha (and Tatraivaprasiddha) 
in the entire Samanvaya-Adhyaya of the Brahmasttras with 
particular reference to their complexion as Namatmaka or 
Lingdtmaka |dabdas). 


1. 8% «гата qp gat TC INT | 
эта 9 н ч freq: md яй || 
2, For explanation of the terms and details See my ВБР, 
Val. T. 


= 
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This doctrine. of ‘dual Yrtti” in Samanvaya is 
implicit in the Sütra- Tadadhfnatvad arthevat (BS, 1.4.3) and 
in the famous text of the PraeritasSamhta s * Facasim’ 
Ёлсулт uttemam and its corollary of ?Sariravacinam 
gabdinagm saririparyantadhsvanam ! drawn hy Ramanuja, 
But somehow Ramanuja did not carry out his Samanvaya 
in auch a thorough going manneras Madhva. En the interest 
of Vedantic Theism at its highest level, Madhva has 
brought. the Pre-Upanisgadic literature also under the 
purview of Samanyaya predicated hy Stitrakara and there- 
by he has rescued and reclaimed the sacred literature from 
the shallow and misplaced charge of the early Orientalists 
ofthe West and their present-day followers among modern 
University Professors in our Universities that the bulk of 
Hindu Scriptural literature including the Vedas sullers 
from an incurable and irremediable Polytheism, the only 
alternative to which 1s the Monism of Ekatmavada. 


With his deep Mystic insight and understanding of 
the heart of the Vedas and Upanigads and the Siitras, 
Acirya Madhva has shown a more sensible way of Scriptural 
Ekavakyata by re-establishing the equation of the Sitra- 
kita’s Brahman’ with Visnu-Narayana asthe 'Sarvanüma- 
van’ of the Re Veda, the “Antaryami’ of the Upanigads and 
the Sütrakärā and the ‘Ekah Sastd na dvitiyo asti Sástá ` 
of the Itihasa-Puranas, 


Seen in this wider perspective, the Acarya's equation 
of the Vedantic fijfiasya-Brahman with its Vedic counter- 
part Visnu-Nár&yana will be recognised as a reasoned 
philosophical conclusion rather than as a theological stunt 
it haa come to be mistaken for, in ill-informed quarters, 
He, therefore, concludes his exposition of the first 
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© Jisdime-Jijmdze* that this Jijidaya ia the metaphysical 
Brahman celebrated in the Srutis and Smrtis as * Visnu, 
Narayana, and Bhagavan' in the uniform sense of being 
Sarvagunapürna and Sarvadegavivarjita : 

zer Tals ege: | 

TT AT ТЇ Aar: ата: THA: || 

йш fe qualita sap | 

aat anaia fora faa || 


APPENDIX to JITXASADHIEARANA 
A Note on тетт ает weaned faia: | 


The above line 15 the second half of the verse: 


чач йч arate Гата ergpttfecem 


followed by the next ones : 
cet гат qafir gear катап sra 


пая maar hay 

шта dener апта MEA THAT: || 
out of a block of twelve verses quoted by Майһуйсйгуа at the 
commencement of his Bhüsya on BS, 1, 1, 1 from the Stara 
Pardvea. These twelve verses explain the background of the 
circumstances that led to the Avatar of Sri Мйгйуапа as 
idarayina-Vyisa to divide the original Veda into four and 
with various Sükhás of their own and finally composing the 
Brahmasütras to settle the meaning of the Vedas and their 
import : 

TAITA тате A MET Efe чц, 

saul єт чин мамени m 


ү Mta 
SHIT кё. чї аччы |і 
A close scrutiny o£ the well-knit order of these verses showa 
that the qualifying adjective : 
пе faeta атут 
is intended to underscore the special status of the Brahmasütras 
as embodying all the rulings and decisions (nirgaya) pertaining 
to the philosophy of the '* Vedas ''. 
As the knowledge and realisation of the Supreme Brahman 
is the ultimate purport and goal of the Vedas (Cf. Saree Fadi 
gatpsdam dmananti (Katha Up.) Fedeiica rarrafraham eva vedyah) 
(Gità... Jit follows that the other Sütra works dealing with other 
branches of Vedie exegesis are all secondary and ancillary to the 
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Brahmasütras which have been described in the Skinda passage 
as "Sütras " in the primary and unqualified sense of the term, 
while all the other kinda of Sütras are designated with qualifying 
prefixes : 


{төз aera жп: 

чип sapere жешпей [їчтї | 
erfirspereregpenfar атестат Гаа faz: 
неча Гайот тете ича! n 


‘These ideas and statements taken together confirm the stand 
of Madhvicirya that the Brahmasiiteas are the *' Рага Vidya’ 
or the interpretational "' Key " with whose aid the Supreme 
Imperishable Brahman is to be made out to be the «central 
purport of the entirety of the Vedic lore (CI. Atha pard yaya gad- 
akjsrom adhizanyate (Mund. Up.j, The instrumental yaya and 
the passive [orm of the construction: ad&igamyate clearly signify 
that the term Para- Vidya is to be-understood to refer to a non. 
Vedic text which is tobe employed as an " inatriment " of 
exegesis in identifying the Supreme Brahman as the final purport 
of the Vedas, In the absence of the application of the instrument 
of instructions or rulings of the Brahmasütras to the Vedie 
literature [including the Upanisads] they will juat remain at the 
level of Арага Vidyfis. The application of the exegetical 
principles embodied in the Brahmasitras to the Vedic and 
Upanigadic passages enables us to see the ‘Para уул‘ 
ingrained in them, Without that key the treasure trove cannot 
be opened, Such is the stand taken by Madhya, in respect of 
the Brahmasitras, Tt is acknowledged that the Upanisads 
themselves do net yield their secret without the help of the Stras, 
The same applies to the pre-Upanigadic sources as well, "This 
point is very clearly expressed by the words of the Skanda text: 


Tae тїн ара citire Brahmartirdut 


where the word “"Tasya™ refers to the numerous Sakhda into 
which the Fraas are stated to Aawe Been dicided by Vydaa, The point 
to be noted here is that the words “Tasya arthavittaye'! are not 
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intended to apply exclusively to the Upanisada, which (fone) the 
Brahrmnasiitras are трала to systematise and unify as B cogent 
philosophy ky aff otter convnentaters (except Madhva), Madhwa 
has thus faithfully stuck to the atatement of the Балаа 2 


Tasya arthacitiay: сакага Brahimasütráni in interpreting the 
term ‘ Sarvavedantapratyayam '* {ЗУ ili, 3, 1) as inelusive of 
the entire Feats corpus along with the Upanisads, for purposes of 
aystematisation and Updsand, outlined in the Bütras. 

The same group of verses from the Skauda, cited by Madhva, 
has also Bee quoted dy Sudaricne Sari, the earliest known 
commentator on the раро of Raminuja, in hia игара раа. 
There are, however, some significant omissions ef dines im the 
citation as given in the published texts of the Srutapratdis in its 
ürat edition in the Medical Hall Press (1698) and in the latest 
edition of Uttamur Viraraghavacharya (1907). The moat 
important omisaion ia nf the two lines : 


тета ater чүт fa: || 
чач 9ч erst fir facta: абат | 


upon which rests the stand taken by Madhya with regard to the 
apecial atatua of the Brahmasütras as the sanction | Upajizrated) 
governing the rulings adopted by all other branches of Vedie 
lare, The linea quoted above constitute the second half of verae 
10 and the first half of verse. 11, of the twelve verses cited by 
Madhya. 

Curiously enough, Sudar*ana Süri's text as we now have it 
omits both these lines but retains the next three lines as cited by 
Madhwa: 


og fatty агат meat sare) grau 

serez faxa яялїїалһич 

qup gena amara, ЕЯ ICHAT: | 
This paies a cecidi problem of kow or why Dre fuo dier got 
omitted from Sudarigng' у text. — It could not certainly have escaped 


the keen logical mind of Sudarfana Süri that the emphasis laid 
in the text on the qualifying epithe: '* Evam Vidbàni Sütrági "' 
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[the Sütras of tkir find) with reference to the Brahmasiitras 
faa distinguished from various other Sitras in the field which 
have been relegated ав '* Savidesaga Sünrági '") cannot be justified 
оп rhe basis of their merely conforming to the accepted definition 
nf it Sira in terms of being !* Alpáksaram asandigdham... '*, 
The pre-eminence | mukhvatva '! given ta the. Brahmastiras as 
" Nirvitesita Sütras... " also, as. against the other categories. of 
Sütras calls for a criterion which can only be their unique stetur 
as making known the heart of the Vedas {Tespa arthasittaye) and 
aa such competent to lay the guide-lines for all decisions taken by 
the entire Scriptural heritage. 


Sabdajatarya sarvasya yatbremaneted nirmayah and auch criteria 
the preceding line tells us are provided by the Brahmasütras : 


Mitra yeru тате nirmaydr ramudiritàh, The statement above 
that the Brahmasütras embody “afl the decisions " would 
otherwise be too wide. 


It ia unlikely, therefore, that an astute logician like 
Sudaríana. Siri would have failed to see the obvious gap in 
logical thought, which would be created by the omission of the 
crucial linea : 


Gireja yéru ттс тїнт squmadirztah 
Sabdajétasya затийлуа yalpramámales nirmayah 


In fact the repetition of the words—'* Sarvepi nirgayah samiudi- 
гій" and " Yatpramánasca nirpayab'" —makes it clear that the 
*Nirgayah " taken by the Brahmasütras are applicable accord- 
ing to exigencies to Nirnayas made by the other sources, 


ft is thes mere likely than nod that Sudarfana Süri's original text 
ay Ais work contedüed biete бте tines necessary Po лї tho wordi 
"^ Seam vidhini (Sütrani) ?* 

The citation made by Sudarsana Siri fram the анаа 
regarding the identity of Bidariyana Vyüsa, author of the 
Brahmasütras, with '* Nárdyaga-Viagu as such makea it clear that 
like Madhya he ia also committed to the acceptance of the fact 
that the Sütraküra Vyasa is no ordinary Epi but the Lord 
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Мїгїйүапа Himself in his own person, Raminuja’s personal 
opinion on thia question of the identity of Мува the Sitrakdra 
with Narayana is set re clear or outspoken. The other great 
commentator of the  Eámünuja school, Vedinia Dedika, is 
disposed to regard Wydsa ая just one among the Regis, who is still 
subject to Prarabdha Karma, 


(Reed! wg "чаша Чат епа nera re n 
fe ater adie fadia, mesa a mhm ачат жеш 
eemper a fam, чта течи ита, кын ae 
ЕЯ |) (Байда Delite on RGB, IV-D) 


As Vedànta Пейка did maf see eye to eye with Ais predecessor 
dudariana Suri, on the question of the recognition. of Wiasa the 
Sitrakira as a direct Avatar of Lord Nariyana, the Supreme 
Being, the omission of the verses which attest the *' Bahusákha- 
nirndyakatva " (or Fiisstomukkatea of the Sttras}—Sabdasataspa 
тагара patpramdgalea пїхнатай, as interpreted by Madhya, must 
have occurred during the period of Vedinta Desika’s ascendancy 
аз Nigamdnta-Mahidedika in Visigtidvaitie circles, especially of 
the Vadagalai (northern or Sanskrit heritage]. Te is known 
from Widistidvalta tradition tha: during the time of Malik 
Кай" invasion of the South (1319 A.D), Sudarsana Siri who 
was of advanced age and was somehow caught in the carnage, 
which usually followed, handed over the Afanuseripis ef his 
ешара а (and his two sons) to the safe keeping of Пейка 
for the publication of the Srutaerakdéa widely. When, in due 
courae, the Srutafratira came to be formally edited, publicised 
and propagated under the auspices of Vedinta Dedika, it may 
have been suggested to him that it would be desirable to drop at 
least acme lines of the original which were out of consistency 
with the Visistüdvaitic way of assessing the place and importance 
ofthe Sütras of Biderivana with particular reference to their 
technique of Samanvaya of the entirety of Sastra in Brahman, 
as it would emerge, if full weight is given to the text of the 
йт i 
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"йан peja sarupi niruaydh samudiritif 
Sabdajsterya rorratya yatbromanaiza nirüayad 


This aubaequent removal of these two lines, deaving the sext one 
aene оне ЙН süiraut Ertvd vydsa — intact, creates a noticeable 
and unmistakable гар in continuity of thought. Аза result, the 
citation from Skauda, in the amended text of the Srafstrakd/a 
consists of ten and a half Slokas in place of the complete set of 
twelve verses quoted from the зате source by Madhva, And 
Madhva's Drahmasiteabhisya: must have already been in. the 
field when the галарга was written, There is good reason 
to believe that Madhva's ғабд must have been written 
around 1260 or 80, as there is epigraphic evidence to show that 
one of his very early disciples Narahari: Tirtha gave up his 
allegiance to Sankara-Advaira and joined. Madhva's fold and 
was ordained a Sannyásim about the year 1264 ATA, after the 
Acirya’s return from: Hadari for the first time, after the comple- 
tion of his Sitrabhisva. on the banks of the holy Alakanandi 
river at Badarinath. (ad. Wij. IX, 12). 


Sudarsana Sori could not have failed to see the logical 
possibility of extending the principles of Samanvaya of the 
various passages inthe Upanisads in Brahman, formulated Бу 
the Sütrakára to the Sambita literature alsa, as-Toreshadowed in 
the Skånda passage Фараб аа tartare араласа еа nirnmreh. 
But as а commentator on Ramdinuja, he could яа! go beyond him 
and, therefore, confined himself to the limited orbit of the 
Samanvava preacribed by him. He must, nevertheless, have 
acknowledged to himself that the possibility of bringing the 
Samhitàs also within the scope of their Samanvaya in the 
Akgara-Brahman (of Mund, Up.) in terms of Para-Vidyà could 
not berated ont, This simple fact is confirmed by the observations 
of a seasoned Visistádvaita and Pūrva Мітава scholar of 
eminence (the late} Dr. T, Tatacharya in his Rrishnaswami Rao 
Endowment Lectures on “The Ee Veda and Piirvottara 
Mimimea Interpretation '* [Майгаа University 148) “ The Вр 
Veda has the idea of Brahman underlying it, I we apply, and 
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I don't Кл why poe should nol appi tothe Rks and Hymna of the 
Re Veda the principles of interpretation enunciated Бу 
Bádarayana in determining the passages of the Upanigads as 
meaning Braliman, we cannot escape the conchision that egg ir 
ar muck concerned with Brokman as the Uhanijede'" (See my AOSV 
p. LAO, fn. by. 
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The inquiry into Brahman daid down in the opening 
Sutra is now carried on from the second Sūtra to the end 
of the work, Tho’ the subject of inquiry in the first 
аига ia Brahman, its nature and attributes (рле and 
латта) as part ol the iaquiry, it also involves the inquiry 
into the means of realising Brahman thro’ such inquiry 
and the fruits of such realisation, in order to make the 
inquiry complete and purposeful. In spite of the compound. 
form * Brahmajijfiasa * being construed in the sense of an 
objective genitive (Жактан qattiy, the means [ssdhena! and 
ends [Йал of the inquiry are also brought within the 
acope of the inquiry by extension of reference (upalatsama), 
from the main to the subordinate elements. As the means 
and ends of Вгаһтајіјбаза are themselves correlated to 
Brahman as the principal subject of inquiry, Brahman 
takes the place of honor and precedence in the inquiry, 
Enquiry into the ire and attributes of В is however 
possible only with the help af its definition and the proofs 
of its existence as so defined. As between definition and 
proofs of existence, the former has precedence as expect- 
ancy [ФЁййК йү in regard to proofs can arise only alter the 
"being" {грата | of the subject of inquiry has been firmly 
established, as distinguished. from all other entities 
Lisetarasamastasartursdortiatasd), which ia the purpose of a 
definition, 

The Acirya, therefore, proceeds to draw out the 
implications of the definition of B. given in 1-1-2 on the 
basis of Srutis which, by common consent, these Sutras 
are intended to systematise! as reflecting the true nature of 

|. Saükara himself speaks of these Sütras as intended to 
“string together the flowers of Vedanta texta into a beautiful 
garland. (to he offered in homage to BF), 


TTR, батага, — (S. ASB, 1.1.2] 
[74 
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the Jijfiasya Brahman, as a Being which is forever distinct 
and different from all finite reality comprising the world 
of matter and souls and is immanent in them and also 
transcends them, 
ADVAITIC POSITION 
Advaita commentators have, however, tried ta maintain 
that it is only an atiributeless “t Nirvisega "= Brahman 
that is meant to be defined thra’ the secondary sigutficative 
power af the wards to the effect that it is the distant source 
through the agency of Maya, of the genesis, subsistence and 
dissolution of the world of appearance (superimposed on it]. 
OUR POSITION 
Our position, on the other hand, is that the definition 
given by the Sütrakara, in terms of Tessddyerye paidh is a 
primary ene intended to substantiate meaningfully B's 
infinite perfections, For, the unknown or the insufficiently 
known has to be made known as distinguished from all 
others with the help of its well-known and distinctive 
characteristics, The infinite perfections of В. аге not 
certainly well known to us, so that they can be straight- 
way adduced as its definition. When it is defined in 
terms of Jagajjanmidi-kiranam, there is the advantage of 
the sther princifal definition of its being endowed with 
infinite perfections alan, becoming self-established—for the 
simple reason that the Author of such a stupendous 
universe as ours and many others and ая the source of its 
constant sustenance, contro] and other dispensations and 
the ultimate source of the bondage and release of 
souls (BS. ПІ 2.5) must necessarily be one of infinite 
perfections?, 


2, GF, жетн Ей 99] (Ба. IH 33-12) also sr 
ИД ЧГ ТТА TACT: We | | (continued) 
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The Ácárya cites the Taittiriya Srutis such as fam 
antes somwdre kavays avayantt [X-1-1) to set aside the forced 
interpretation the Advaita writers have put upon this 
Sutra, Admittedly, the Sütras are intended to interpret 
and systematiae the teachings of the Srutis, It deserves 
to be noted (says the Ácürya] that in the present Sütra 
there is the term аай. Its obvious antecedent ' Tat’ 
must naturally be the same Brahman as has been given 
in the compound —Brahmajijriisi in the first Sütra, This 
antecedent B. celebrated in the Srutis must. necessarily be 
Brahman par excellence in its primary sense, The Advaita- 
vidin too has met held that the term ‘Brahman’ used in 
the first Siira denotes any of the other entities such às the 
Brahmana-varna, Jiva, Hiranyagarbha or others’, That 
"Brahman? in its primary sense denotes only a 
" Sa-videsa "^ Being endowed with various attributes is 
clear from the Taittiriya Bruti dam antas semedre kavayo 
аруа (3.4, X-l«1); Л can thus be seen that this text, 
alter describing B as the primeval Being in the waters of 
the Great Deluge before the creation of the world, 
distinctly says that it is the Highest Brahman [ Peranan 
Brahme) in the opinion of the knowers of truth, 

Tad eyartam tadu satyam ahuh 
Tad eva brahma paramam kavinam 


— 


omniscience and almightiness of the Maker of such a stupendous 
cosmic order of breathtaking variety and magnificence defying 
imagination: 2734 amat ЯД ре ip dap 
maara ratarea iaraa eq аз. diré «гш Vala 
пт яи! (5. BSB, 1-1-2). 

3, җа та айин чегин ЕН (5, 838. 1-1-1) 


нь дй 
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This leaves no room for a Nirviiesa-Brahman to be 
amuggled into the Sūtra as the [ijfiisya-Brahman in. the 
opening Sütra, through  Laksanavrtti, The Jijfüasya- 
Brahman must necessarily be the *' Sa-Visesa-Brahman " 
which alone is the subject matter of the Srutis and the 
Sütras throughout, 


But then, what precisely is the intended definition ? 
Is it the actual origination, subsistence and dissolution of 
the world or Brahmans being their cause? The former 
being the properties of the created world cannot be the 
definition of Brahman, Nor can authorship of the world, 
its control сїс,, be the definition, Vor such authorship of 
I. із as unknown to us as Brahman itself, Only a known 
and verifiable property of a thing can be adduced as its 
definition. Nor сап I's authorship of the universe be 
established by inference, Such a possibility has been ruled 
outin 1-1-3, How then could Jagatkiranatva be adduced 
as a viable definition of B, ? 


JAGAJJANMADIRARANATVA IS A 
SRAUTA-DEFINIT ION 

Our answer is that В. із indeed the source of the 
origination and other digpensations of the universe of 
matter and souls. This is clearly enunciated in several 
Srutis cited by the Acarya in his Браз ус, It cannot be 
argued that аз Brahman’s perfection of attributes: (samasta- 
gumapürsstsam) is also enunciated in the Srutis, that itself 
could have been cited in the Sütra as its definition, instead 
of 'Jagajjanmadikarasatesm', Though berne out by the 
Srutia, it is exposed to doubt оп the ground of improb- 
ability of the existence of a Being of such absolute 
perfections, and without a single defect—so far as human 
AS 172 
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knowledge and experience go, for want of any verifiable 
instance of the kind’, Оп the other hand, Brahman's 
authorship of the universe taught in the Srutis can be 
reinforced by broadbased reasonings, as will be clear from 
some of the Sütras in Adhy, II Pada 1, where such 
grounds as Сеаната (III-1-23), absolute independence 
[II-1-L5) and unlimited power of B. (IT-1-29) have. been 
adduced in support, As B's authorship of the universe 
happens to be the most important ground im support of its 
being possessed of infinite perfections, it deserves to be 
taken into account and pressed into service, 


SOME CURIOUS AND IMPERFECT INTERPRETATIONS 
OF THE SOTRA 
Some commentators have taken ' Janma” and ‘adyasva’ 
as distinct words and interpreted the Sütra as defining the 
Supreme B, as the progenitor of Hiranyagarbha, the first- 
born son (уа) of the Supreme, Some others have 
understood esed! to signify only continued existence 
(avarit) of the world subsequent fo tts birth?—which is 
ascribed to Brahman. Several others. have construed 
Janmadi as a. Tadgunasamvijfiánabahuvrihi = compound 
embracing the birth, continued existence and final disrup- 
tion of the world, thus limiting the meaning of the 
compound анта to only three tingit, 
яе и aaa: | (8. BSB, 1-1-2) 


4. Shh яланда Заит Тете 18. wat | 
(Raghavendra SP) 
5. Leaving the question of the source of ita origination 
hanging in the air. 


B. Also Bhaskara, Kaminuja and many others felle 
them. 
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All these are unsustainable and beside the point. The 
definition given in the second Sütra is based on what has 
been stated in the Srutis themselves, indicating a wide 
range of Brahman’s authorship and other dispensations of 
the world of matter avd Senis — "These include creation, 
sustenance, destruction, control, obscuration of intrinsic 
nature of souls [Hrodküns) by Bhavarüpájnána and causing 
bondage, bestowal of enlightenment and saving knowledge, 
grace апі final release from bondage’, according to 
their deserts, 


EACH TERM OF THE DEFINITION A 
SELF-COMPLETE DEFINITION 


A difficulty may be posed in this connection, Do these 
various acts of creation, maintenance, control, dissolution, 
ete., define Brahman severally or taken collectively? In 
the first case, it would be superfluous to give more than 
опе of them, In the other case also there is bound to be 
superluity as there is no possibility of overpervasion of any 
of them taken singly, elsewhere,* 


7T. These eight. dispensations of the world of matter and 
souls are the frreducibie minimum, WyaAsatircha in his TC haa fully 
demonstrated the indispensability of all of them and the 
impossibility of subsuming them under the three heads of Janma- 
лала, (See my BSPC Vol, I pp. 79-74). Of these aight; 
only as many asare compatible with each entity are to be taken 
As intended , Where only a few are applicable only they should 
be taken into account. Where more hold good that much is to 
Бе understood. This is indicated by the Acürya's words 
damdravydsayogetah in his TS, See my Philesapay of Madshodedrya, 
"2nd Edn. рр, 224-25, 


8. ‘aaa йат ч {йч 
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We have to point out in reply that by referring to 
these eightfold dispensations of the world of matter and 
Souls by Brahman, in their ancompounded form, separately, in 
his AF the Acarya wishes to indicate that each one of them 
constitutes a complete definition of B, by itself. There is, 
however, no superfluity in giving several of them, It must 
be remembered that the purpose ol giving the definition of 
the Tijfiasya-Brahman is to distinguish it from all others, 
sentients and insenlients, alike, Secondly, the definitions 
are Srauta—derived from the Srutis; We do not find only 
опе such definition in the Srutis, enjoining inquiry into В, 
everywhere, On the contrary, we find the Srutis defining 
В, in some places as the Creator," in some other places as 
the Protector, !® elsewhere as Controller of the Cosmos!! 
and in some places as the cause of the bondage and 
release of Souls from Samsüra,!^ Furthermore, in the 
preceding Sutra, calling for Jijfasd on the authority of the 
Sruti (fed кН fad bratmi) the use of the word 
Brahman signifies a Being of infinite perfections which is 
not to be found in the Jivatman, 

It thus stands to reason that the subject of inquiry 
according to the Sütra is mot the same as the Jivatman, 


JIVATMAN NOT THE SUBJECT OF JIJNASA 
At this stage, there is room for a supervening doubt, 
which has to he set at rest —whether ' Brahman * referred to 
as ‘Тай Brahma’ asthe Jijiiisya {опе to be inquired into) 
9. ata: Ҹат afaar| AF, (X-82-3) 
10, arse viser a тагай raft | (RE, X-31-8) 
11. aa ar speed чн glaad йч rra | (Ark. Up.) 
L2, арена еца | (S oet, Up, VI-16) 
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in the text of the Teiu, Up, (II-I) has been used in its 
well-known sense of the individual self or in some other 
sense oF it. Such a doubt cannot be dismissed as frivolous. 
For, it would not necessarily follow that simply because 
the word “‘ Brahman’? has the etymological sense of a 
Being endowed with infinite perfections, that should be 
taken to be ita import rperywhere, even where there is 
possibility of import elsewhere, In the last analysis, then, 
it is only after it is conclusively established that 
“Brahman ?* in the given context does sat. carry its well- 
known sense of * Jivitman! and net diN phen, that it can be 
taken to have been used in its plenary, etymological sense 
ofa Being endowed with infinite perfections. The super- 
vening objection is therefore quite inm order and legitimate, 
The issue whether the proposed inquiry is about the nature 
of the "Tivatman'* which is the well-known sense 
(талаала!) of the word "Brahman ©, or some other 
equally well-known senses of the same word such as the 
Brahmana-varna, Hiranyagarbha or the Vedas deserves 
careful consideration, — It was mainly on the ground of ita 
etymological sense ( yougikartka) that the Siddhanta had 
taken its stand in coming to the conclusion that the inquiry 
is about the Supreme Being of infinite perfections, and not 
the Tivatman, who has no such perfections, The established 
sense of words accepted in normal usage (right) has always 
the vantage over the etymological { yaugitartha}. That is 
a well-known principle in interpretation, The two or 
three other established senses of ** Brahman **—such as the 
Brahmana-Varna, Hiranyagarbha and the Vedas have no 
relevance to our problem and can all be passed over, This 


L3. яе чаки (DAA) 
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leaves us with only two contenders—the Jivatman and the 
Supreme Being, The Jivatman has the advantage of righi 
on his aide ta support his claim thro’ saki (expressed sense) 
and import ffatperya!, In the absence of righi or sati, 
the Siddhintin cannot turn to Гат to help him in 
establishing import ((atparya) in regard to the Supreme 
Being, As etymological criteria have mo concern with 
Lükismiküriha, the resort to Latiand would be of no use to 
the Siddhantin, as it would net be able to bring into promi- 
nence the fact of unlimited perfection of attributes às the 
import of the term ‘Brahman’ on which the Siddhantin has 
to rely in dismissing the claims of the Tivitman, 


GLAIMS OF PRATYAGATMAN TO BE 
THE SUBJECT OF INQUIRY (PÜRVAPAKSA) 


The claims of the Pratyagütman (iva) to the proposed 
inquiry are better placed, In the first place, his existence 
is well-attested by self-consciousness айана а |—apart 
from right in his favor in regard to the use of the word 
‘Brahman, However, inspite of his self-awareness, he is 
unable to realise sigidfy here and now his distinction from 
his material appurtenances of body and senses, which place 
him in a doubtful position and justily an investigation about 
hia true nature!>, But the Supreme Being standing as yet 
outside the pale of rudis in its favor and depending solely 
on etymological backing to be entitled to the inquiry, as a 

14, Cf, як айлан айд! (Олара вај — 

Also aa чч эшш sp sp eat TTE Piae, | 
pS BSE 1,1,1) 


15, Sankara also introduces his Vipratipatti on these lines 
in his C on 1,1,1. 
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Being of infinite perfectionis, has got to overcome these 
hurdles in the way of establishing its claims and credentials 
to be the primary object of the denotation. of the word 
‘Brahma’, through the expressed sense of the word as well 
as its impart (рату in the given context. The objector 
relies on these grounds in disputing the conclusion arrived 
at in the preceding adhikarana in favor of Brahman as the 
aubject of inquiry. The Sutrakaüra therefore demolishea 
this Pürvapaksa on the basis of the proposition enunciated 
in the second Siitra—jannddyasya yalah; in terms of Уанда, 
anys, уай (tad Brakma), 


REFUTATION OF PRATYAGATMAN’S CLAIMS 


How are the aupervening objections and- doubts, 
mentioned before, met by what is said in the second Эга 2 
By way of answer, the Асйгуа cites a number of Srutia 
which enjoin the inquiry into Brahman such as "Inquire 
into the B,'*, “That is B,''; “The Atman who is free from 
all sin, old age, death etc., whose will always prevails, 
whose wishes always come true, He i» to be sought and 
known'' (Chan, Up, VIIL 7,1). These Srutis proclaim that 
the creation, sustenance, dissolution, etc, of the world of 
matter and souls proceed [rom this Supreme Being who is 
designated by such terms as Brahman and “Atman” 
and who is to be investigated by all seekers of truth. In 
Stratis such as Valo pi imant Milani jäyante anf Tuite, Up. 
diii!) cited in the Bhagya, the creation, preservation, 
‘dissolution, ete. of the universe have been ascribed to this 
“Brahman” to be investigated, Such acts as creation, preser- 
yation, control and dissolution of the cosmos are clearly 
beyond the power and jurisdiction of the jivatmans, For 
this very reason, the association of such terms as Brahman 
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and Atman with the Jivatman in common parlance has to he 
rejected as unsustainable in denoting the highest object af 
philosophical quest and realisation, The Sütrakára is there- 
fore firmly of the opinion that such a Being of transcendental 
status and powers must necessarily be the expression and 
embodiment of infinite perfections beyond all human under- 
standing and imagination and that such perfections are 
implicit in the very etymology of the terms “Atman "it and 
‘Brahman "* applied to it in the Vedanta and inquiry into 
whose nature and attributes has been enjoined in texts like 
Ahn ed are drajlayyah iretabye mantanye (Ark, Up. IT,4.5). 
Tad sigiffgrassa Tad Brahmeti (Tait, Up, III 1). 


NO OVER-PERVASION OF DEFINITION IN OTHERS 


How can it be aaid by the Acárya, that the creation, 
preservation, dissolution, etc., of the universe proceed 
from the Supreme Being Hari? Гог, it ia stated in Srutis 
such as "Hiranyagarbha (alone) existed in the beginning", 
“Rudra alone existed without а second", "He rules over 
the world with His powers’ (1,5, 1.8, 6.1,], "One attains 
peace by knowing Siva’’ (рел, Ug, iv. 14) that such acts are 
performed by others, The Асйтуа points out in reply that 
creation and other dispensatious have been ascribed to the 
One Supreme Being Hari Himself and set to the different 
deities such as Brahma or Rudra, Therefore there is no 





16, See tha Introduction to my ' Brhaddranyata Ubanisad From 
Adadhodedrya’s Perspective’ pp xii-xx establishing conclusively 
that the term "Atman" has been used in the Ганта in all 
crucial contexts relating to the creacion and evolution of world 
and the goal of man only in the sense of the Supreme Lord and 
Creator of the Universe and sot in the sense of Jivitman, 
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fear of over-pervasion of the definition in any of them, How 
do you say that? The Acarya's answer is— 


a тїї {ШТАТ a ЧАЙ ufi 

йя gali Proja aasam: | (AV) 
that Srutis such as : 

Amda агайне yam doiéand 

Tam sai Virgum алата wdüharant 

C Ehüilaveya Sati)! 

Ta devdadne namadha eke era (RV, X,82.3) proclaim and 
establish that the One Supreme Being who transeends all 
(Vii—to pervade) and is immanent in all (Fii—to enter) 
and therefore known as Visnu'' bears the names of all the 
other gods, in the highest and fullest primary etymological 
senses of those terms and hence all cosmic acts and functions 
associated with and ascribed to them in the various Süktas 
af the Srutis are primarily His acts performed thro’ their 
media, as His instruments, 5 


RATIONALE OF DOCTRINE OF THE SUPREME 
BRAHMAN AS THE SARVANAMAVAN 
PRIMARILY DENOTED BY ALL THE 
NAMES OF THE OTHER GODS 


Well then, just as words like Hiranyagarbha are corre- 
lated to Viggu, as the one Supreme Being and construed to 
mean Him, what prevents wards like **V igou in the Srutis 
E "This бакна is known to байкаса (BSB 111.8.26) Vitva- 
rüpa and Suredvara also. (Vide my Catus Säri Bhdgya ef Sri 
Adadiededrya, Madras, 1934). 

18. See: falipemrseices ааай: | 

Rea: ard ar spramenre fomes t (Ллар, X- 71.8) 
epar ferpens Ей cfr enam: | 
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cited by the Acarya from being correlated to Hiranyagarbha 
or others? The answer is efincking that the reverse process 
is impossible and impracticable as the Bhalfsseya Srasé clearly 
denies the right of the minor pods to their own respective 
names current in the world, in the fullest and highest 
primary senses of those names and the Rg Vedic text (X,82,3) 
insists categorically that the bearer of the names of all other 
gods in their fullest primary senses Галат аз А, is 
only ONE (Yo derangm mimadha eka eva), 

This means that their names cannot be equally primarily 
applied to them and tothe Supreme Being al the same time, 
In other words, they are entitled to their names only by 
sufftrance, in a limited and restricted sense of their etymo- 
logical application f'mutkyasrHi]: while the Supreme Being 
alone (declared to be ‘*Visnu’’) is entitled to the application 
of all the names and epithets conventionally applied to 
them {аз well as others which are exclusively applicable to 
it) in their fullest and highest etymological senses [hy 
Vidvadrüght and Mahdridhivaga), 


"VISNU'" AS SUPREME BRAHMAN IS 
EX HYPOTHESI ABSOLUTELY NIRDOSA 
It may still be contended that the definition as Jagat- 
karanam із incompatible with Visnu equated with 
Brahman”, For, in the Sruti text Janild wia Visgoh (RE. 
5.96.5) Viau is stated to have been generated hy Soma; 
which means he hasa birth and a beginning and is not 
eternal —which is indeed a defect, For one who is subject 
to birth and other attendant defects, like ourselves, cannot 
possibly be the Author of the whole universe, The 
Acdrya refutes this objection by quoting the authority of 
the Srüti text: 
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am: чат: geara 23 gear sp Aart enr] 
аг afea аб 2191: waren arate чт йат: I 
(Jàbülakhila q. СВ. XL.16) 


which establishes that such imperfections, as being born, 
attributed (о Him on the alleged basis of Srutis such as 
“ania  Vipmeb', are unsustainable, The point is this. 
Proper interpretation is the chief means of determining 
the import of a given statement—as laid down by the 
dictum Рр то oisecapraripattih sa Ji sandehdd afakranam of 
the Айал vatdre, More so when the interpretation 
itself comes from the same source as the statement which 
requires to be re-interpreted (an account of some abscurity), 
Such elucidation provided by the interpretation enables 
one to construe the statement properly. It will be seen 
that this very Sruti saya—‘‘Countleas are the auspicious 
attributes of the Lord heard in the Srutis—some of them 
even apparently contradictory from the worldly point of 
view, | Nay, there are many other attributes also which are 
not even heard of in the Srutis, which ean be conceived by 
Sri and many others inconceivable even to Her. Likewise, 
there are absolutely no defects in the Lord which are 
supposed to exist in Him by the ignorant ones". In the 
light of this guiding principle formulated by the Sruti 
itself, it must be admitted that all the Srutis speak of the 
countless transcendental attributes of the Lord and nowhere 
of any defects, The mistaken impression that in some 
places there are references to certain imperfections and 
defects to be found in Him is the outcome of want of proper 
knowledge of the rules governing the denotative powers of 
words and their import, Therefore, as the Sruti has itself 
once for all clarified the position, how can one accept an 
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interpretation which tries to detect some flaws in the nature 
of God? The proper interpretation of "Visnu'* in the 
Sruti ‘Fania ша Vi iroh’ from the #gFeds is that it stands for 
the sacrificer or the sacrifice itself"), As Soma is an in» 
dispensable draoya for the performance of Yajfias they are 
figuratively spoken of as being brought into being (ene 
rated) by Soma. 


CRITERION OF MAHATATPARYA 


That apart, the Vedas are intended to serve the best 
interest of man in attaining Moksa. The attainment of 
Mokşa is solely dependent on love of God and His Grace? 
It follows then that they must promote in him love of God 
conducive to earning His Grace and thereby attaining 
deliverance, How then could any denigration of God be 
part of their import as it would defeat the very purpose of 
the Vedas? 

On à point of order, it may be asked—how can it be 
justified ta give a different meaning or import to what is 
actually apparent (in the Sruti} to subserve some personal 
interest or likes and dislikes? At this rate, the organ of 
smell, sensing foul smell may have to be interpreted as 
registering a fragrant smell ! 


The objection is incompetent, The operation af 
Perception or inference is not guided or restricted by consi- 
derations of personal interest or advantage of the percipient 
or the reasoner. They merely convey knowledge of their 


19, aa} Frajtaar (Sotapatha, i, Н) 
20, qa TATRA smarag spar | 


erras ss stat BAe: ЯЗА piaraan || 
(Närāyara Sruti) 
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data which fall within the province of their instruments of 
knowledge. The spoken or the written words, on the other 
hand, take inta account the interest of the person addressed 
and present their facts accordingly, How then can а 
statement which presents data detrimental to the intended 
intereat of the person addressed claim to be valid? 


In the present instance, the only end to be achieved 
by the Vedic texts, so far as Jivas are concerned, is their 
freedom from Samsara, As the recital of Brahman's defects 
would thus be contrary ta their. purpose, it will undermine 
their validity, But then the essence of validity consists in 
being true to facts and sof in being agreeable or fruitful. 
True, But this truthfulness, in order to. be able to deter- 
mine where precisely lies the import of a given. statement 
when there is à dispute about it, has to be guided by the 
criterion of the fruittulnes: of the one as against the other. 
The validity af statements made by persons is known to be 
established in respect of its import which is consistent with 
its being fruitful, This is going to be clarified under the 
Bütra Ne prayofanassttegt (1.1.34). 


Well then, let this be the criterion so far as statements 
made by persons like us, For it is natural for а person 
making a statement to subserve the interest of another to 
be guided by considerations of its repercussions on that 
person in helping him to secure what is agreeable to him 
or avoid what is detrimental to his interest. He will not 
be believed i his words violate this requirement, But an 
Apauruseya-vakya, such as the Sruti, which is deemed to 
be authorleas will convey its meaning regardless of these 
eonsiderations—just as Perception operates, The content 
of such items of knowledge will be rejected as untrue when 
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they are contradicted by experience and aes on the ground of 
mer being l'erubtfod, 


We disagree on this point and hold that à statement— 
irrespective of its being Paurüseya or Apaurugeya will be 
disregarded if itis devoid of any aim or purpose, What 
їз the harm in accepting that just as an Apauruseya text 
is capable of conveying its meaning, in spite of its being 
authorless, it can likewise be having a purpose in view also ? 
Moreover, let us not forget that the currency of the Vedas 
for the promotion of Moksa of deserving souls is not a 
matter of mere inference, The Veda itself expressly says 
вой, So the consideration of purposefulness cannot һе 
dismissed as irrelevant, 


VISNU'S JAGATKARANATVA MOT CONTRADICT. 
ABLE BY SAIVA OR OTHER PURANAS 


Granted that there is no possibility of overpervasion 
of the definition of Brahman (іу) in Hiranyagarbha ог 
others, or of its inapplicability farembhave) to Visnu in the 
light of the reasons adduced and the explanations offered, 
there is still the opposition to be faced from the Saiva and 
other Purdgas, in which the authorship of the universe has 
been ascribed to other gods and only a minor role has been 
given to Vignu. Their statements cannot be explained 
away otherwise, as they are backed by substantial marks af 
import (уала). 

We answer—The statements of Saiva and other 
Puranas which are works of individual authors (Раштуа) 
аз Smrtis, cannot be credited with validity, when they 


— 20. wm zero ed айт иң a UM 
Ач житү alata saia 11 Зин т. бу М. FTN) 
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contradic! what kar been said in the Smulis which are Apaurüseya. 
This ruling has been given by Jaimini in his Sütra— Ре 
Ivanapek pom sydd ата! Ayanumanam ГРА, 1.3.3022. Itisonly 
proper that a Pauruseya source which is by nature open to 
defects should be rejected as invalid when it conflicts with 
an Apauruseya-vakya, Inthe present case, the authorship 
of the world attributed to Rudra or other gods and the 
minor role ascribed to Visnu in the Saiva or other Puranas 
is in open conflict with many Srutis, These will be cited 
as occasions агізе??, 

Haw do you say the Saiva and other Puranas also: do 
no! have their roots in Srutia? The Àcürya observes that 
itisso. The Saiva and other Purünas are derived from 
other Dardanas [systems of philosophy) and are known to 
have been composed to mislead the undeserving by their 
respective authors, at the behest of Hari, This has been 
stated in the Afekiedharma?4, 


That apart— if other gods like Rudra are to be accepted 
ан authori of the world, they too will have ta be accepted 





TA The substance of the бга A prescription of à 
Smytiin conflict with that of a Sruti is to be disregarded invalid). 
In the absence of a conflict, an original Bruti congruent with the 
Smrti can be inferred to exist. 

23. See under the Anandamayádhi (1.1. 12-19) "Tadananya- 
tvàdhi (IT. 1,15) Kacananupapattyadhi (112.1), Pásupatádhikara- 
nam (11.2 35) —( SP) 

24. Cf. чта чыча! җа] цай | fbl, TAL. 84] 

Also: “sare mari баена: | 
«Чүш ЧЕГИП querens 3 i" 
"gs ré areata. D saree erf | 
FA ч аң д! Aena ЕИ 
fVarühe Praga 70, 56] 
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as bearing and being lauded by all other names such as 
Visnu, Hiranyagarbha and so on, Otherwise, there will 
be no way out to resolve the conflict of texts which severally 
ascribe authorship of the world to the various gods like 
Visnu and по settled conclusion can be arrived at as te the 
actual identity of the Only One Supreme Being who can 
be the real Author of the universe (as there cannot be more 
than One such luther in truth and in principle). It cannot 
be argued that like Visnu, the other gods too are bearers 
of the names of all the rest, There is no evidence of that 
(and the RgVedie text (KALAJ is emphatic that there tx bat 
One Supreme Perron who bears and is fended hy all the names of 
the other godt аз well and that there are wot es fuck beites in 
existence?*), That automatically rules out their authorship 
af the universe. 


Besides, it is axiomatic that the Supreme Author of the 
universe must be absolutely free from ignorance and other 
limitations, None with any defect (like any of us) can 
ever be the world-Creator, And among all the gods, Visqu 
is the one and the only flawless Being,*® Hence He alone 
is fit ta be recognised as Jagatkdrana and net Rudra or any 
other, For in the Srutis, nescience, dependence, non= 
existence in the state оГ Pralaya (when Mabad and other 
аз are completely merged in Müiaprakrti; and loss of 
ener have been predicated of all these other gods, (These 


25. "wp чег Aragi mm ug" ium endi: sr? a- 
amar | (4f ASH fit) 


26, These citations from Јр Рей, Tatil. Samhité, Matija- 
піра, Tait, Br. and others are quoted in part in the AF, For 
the full texts see my: ВЕРО Reprint Edn, (1986), Vol, II. p 90, 
Munshiram Manoharlal, New Delhi. 
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Srutis will be found quoted by the Асагуа in the Paju- 
patidhi-IT.2.37)]. Therefore, the definition of Brahman 
as Jagajjanmadikaranam applies only to Visnu and to none 
else and is [ree from any logical impediments of азама, 
ete, 


THE LAKSANASÜTTRA HAS NO PLACE 
IN MAYAVADA 


Having so far dealt with the Lakzanasfitra from his own 
pointof view; making clear how the definition of Brahman 
as Jagajjanmadikaranam is free from all logical and other 
objections, the Acárya now proceeds to place it in bold 
relief against the background of its interpretation according 
to the school of Miáyavadins, showing how the very come 
mencement of such a Sütra is without raisus d'etre therein, 


The position of the Sankara school is this, Being the 
cause o[ the origination, preservation etc., of the universe 
la nob а substanitoa! definition af Brafean defined, pertaining: to 
its intrinsic being fSsarütantargatam), Tt is standing outside 
its being and aloof, as a definition per accidenee (Корал). 
This can be conceived in three different ways : 

(i) Brahman qualified by Maya is the cause ; 

(ii) Brahman possessed of the power of Maya is the 
cause ; 

(in) The true. cause of the world is exp Maya and 
Brahman is (viewed as) the cause in so far as it is 
the ground or base (üiraya) ОГ the principle of 
Miya superimposed on it. 

From all these points of view Tagatkaranatvam is exterma! £a 
Шай falls outside tts being. Jt does not directly. partake of the 
essence af its being. 

NS 
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This is untenable, The definition propounded by the 
Siirakira must be taken to he an intimate, intrinsic defini- 
tion of B, —not a casual, accidental one extraneous to its 
nature, Far from being a faforitelatjenam it is B.'s sea 
Гайрат (svaripalatsanam). 


эгечин WRA BMT | (AT) 
This is articulated by the Sütrakara himaclf in his other 
work the Shdgeveta Puria : 

парага ла eer  fuerferemmenu | 

space RAR ffe гарат аута Гаа | 

(3.70.5) 

Therefore, the position of the Advaitina that the definition 
in the second Sütra of Badarayana is a fefastha-latjana is 
duc to want of understanding of the Sütrakara's mind. 

The objector interrupts—Stay, these are not the own 
words of the Stitrakira, It is only a report of another 
person's perception as can be seen from the context relating 
to the meditation of Sri Krsna at carly dawn аз reported 
in the Mirva (A704). We answer— That is of course 
the context. But there is nothing to forbid our taking it 
as reflecting the views of the author of the #higarata under 
cover of an алыйн (recapitulation) of Krgna's Dhyana, 


The point is this, The recapitulation of something 
done by another person by the author of the Purana is 
explicable from two standpoints—cither for purposes of 
rejection or commendation, In the present case, the first 
alternative does not hald—as there is no refutation of it, 
Sa the other alternative stands, If the actual experience 
of Sri Krana, a direct Avatar of the Supreme Being, deserves 
rejection haw could Vyasa's interpretation of it as a mere 
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Anuvada be more eredible ? There is no point in arguing 
against this that it is im the form of Krsna’s meditation 
fdkyina) that has been reported and not his actual direct 
comprehension (faram), Does that mean that the object of 
meditation is always the reverse of direct vision ? In that 
case, there should be no need to recommend study and 
reflection ta an Adhikarin desirous of entering upon Dhyana 
(as we find in the Sruti} (dretavyo manteove nidhidhrasiteuyak]. 
Surely, there is по prescription anywhere that a Гараа 
їл аңа should be meditated upon as a swerübalakiena?? nor 
any purpose to be served by such a meditation. That 
leaves us with the second alternative, How then does the 
report of the content of Krsna s meditation by Vyasa, the 
Stitrakara, in his Hhdzerate nef represent his own personal 
view? Otherwise, the Advaitin must be prepared to adimit 
that the identity of Jiva and Brahman supposed to be 
communicated to Svetaketu by Uddalaka isset the actual 
opinion of the Sruti as such, In the same way, the report 
of Vamadeva’s experience of his ‘Sarvatmakatva’ in the 
Bri. Un, and of the statement fam Brahma armi in the same 
Upanisad will have ta be discarded by him ag a recapitu- 
lation of the Form of the орй? (meditation) of those 
persons —having no import in its expressed. sense (as under. 
stood by the Advaitin). For these texts are found ta occur 
in the context of upásaná—as can be seen from the words 
‘occurring thete—dAihe yo anyam devatdm мре anyo айткан» 
Жойат armi Н. В. Up, 1.4.10), Such frivolous contentions 





23, Note that the expression Stalatsegam used in the text of 
the Jitdgavata (as cited by Madhva) is impregnable, Sridhara 
| Svümi's reading "рал does not alter the sense very much. 
The attempt to split the word into '*rialakgannih! is the limit of 


perversity. 
" $ 
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will lead to disastrous results. This settles the matter that 
it is the firm opinion of the Sütrakara himself that Jagat- 
kürapatva is the intimate and intrinsic definition of B. 
partaking of ita nature (jrarüpa) as corroborated by his 
clearly worded statement elsewhere (in the Hhagavata). 


DEFINITION IN THE SOTRA MUST BE A 
SVARÜPALAKSANA 


As the definition given by the Sütrakara is thus 
indubitably an intimate and intrinsic definition of the 
Brahman to be investigated, it renders its very commence- 
ment and presence untenable in the Advaita system, Just 
асе, А definition is meant to distinguish the defined from 
all other entities of the same or different genus as accepted 
by all язганга, So then, it follows that “ Brahman ? 
to he investigated and which is being defined, for that 
purpose, stands completely distinguished from the Jivas (as 
belonging to the class of. Cetanas like Braliman itself and 
from all insentient matter, belonging to a diferent class 
(Руа). How on earth, then, could a sitra intended 
to explode the identity of Jiva and Brahman be admitted 
by an Aikyavidin? The commencement of the Siitra in 
terms of Jagatkiranatva in the Advaita system may. be 
possible if itis established that the definition proposed by 
the Sütra is only à Tatasthalakgana, But we have just 
demonstrated that it is a Svarüpalaksana. 


JIVA AND JADAPRARRTI BOTH EXCLUDED 
BY THE DEFINITION 


One may put in. here that the commencement of the 
definition would be hostile to Advaita thought if it has 


24, HAAAT] ar ктг | 
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been meant to distinguish Brahman from the Jivatman, 
How can the Sūtra be detrimental to Advaita if it is 
construed as intended to differentiate Brahman ану from 
the material world ? 

The Acarya's rejoinder to this ingenious plea comes 
with devastating force, 

sre н a Parah ange: 

sf aag етет. эттїї ety | 

акаа a seta as ma: || (AP) 
—Where the definition is absent, all those have ta be 
acknowleged as exeluded from its scope. Otherwise, the 
definition will be open to underpervasion говур, For, 
"surely, this definition of being the cause or the author of 


the universe is not found in the Jivdtman! How then can 
he be sof excluded by it? 


Moreover, if the Jivatman is not excluded from the 
scope of the definition, it would be applicable to him also. 
- In that case, the forthright manner in which the Sitrakara 
“dismisses his claim on the ground of the Jivdtman’s well- 
- known inability to accomplish what is invariably good for 
him and avoid what is detrimental to his interest (Hita- 
агана аратага 155 Cin BS, ii, 1,223 would be unwarranted 
sand inexplicable, No clear-headed person would raise ап 
“objection of overpervasion of the definition within the 
sphere of the defined (leks pe) itself! Even if he should 
‘do so for argument s sake, the overpervasion can never he 
rebutted by keeping the particular case out of the jurisdic- 
tion of the Zakr ye and the йана, As a matter of fact, 





25, "This point of the Siteakdra is derived from 
Saree анана: | (Явер Ср, 1,2, 
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Advaita commentators have openly admitted that the 
definition in 1.1.2 exeludes the claims of sSümkhya-Prakrti 
which is insentient aud sentient beinga of limited powers 
such as Hiranyagarbha?9, The Achdyye is nof unaware of it. 
His raising the issue here is to delight Tarkarasikas {Hence 
there is no irrelevaney in his criticism on the ground of 


Акар азда, 


LARKSANASUTRA INCOMPATIBLE WITH 
NIRVISESA (NIRGUNA;, BEAHM AVADA 

A definition expresses the association of its distinctive 
attributes. directly with the thing defined and thereby 
secures its distinction from other entities outside the scope of 
that definition, Accordingly, the present lakganavakya also 
(aemadyarga yalak) should express by its terms. Brahman's 
direct association with such distinctive attributes às amni- 
science, all-powerFulness ete, which are concomitant with 
Jagatküragatva. This should make it clear that this Sütra 
negatives Brahman's Nirvidegatva (nttributelessness), How 
then can the commencement of such a Sutra be consistent 
with the position of Nirvisega-Brahmavada ? 

The Nirvisesadvaitavadin rejoins—That may be so, 
if me admit that fegajjenmadiharagaivam is an intrinsic, inti- 
mate definition of Brahman, Notre, The definition is only 
external (фата. Such an extrinsic definition is not 
opposed to the oneness of Jiva and Brahman or Brahman's 
Атина. No doubt, the Dyaitavidin has cited the 
evidence of the Shdgarata verse in support of accepting 








26. яңа аз Farrer: Еа аага, Sar 
alt cheat: БТ Beania т ealag- 
пб теча | (Paneapadita] 
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Jagatküragatva as а Sra-fripe)-fetrana, But the term Sea- 
laksaga can he explained otherwise also in our favor in terms 
of [1] Svasya Faksandat i.e, to say, the characteristics of that 
which belongs to oneself (Brahman) ai ity base ('déraya)— 
viz, Maya. ог (1) what is дш! well-integrated with the 
essence of Brahman (su ssmyak svartipantargafva na l'akregam ]! 
We have to point out that thisis à perversely tortuous inter- 
pretation and very artificial, If such an explanation is to be 
accepted, the wording of the definition should have been— 
— Fato агра јаны sd Maya, Taddirayo Brahma, (That 
whence there isthe origination etc., of this world That is 
Miya, Its base is Brahman) and not as we actually have 
jt—viz,, Т) from which there is origination of this 
(world) That ts rahman. 


Well then, let it be a Tatasthalaksana such as in— 
“Where there is the cowboy’s hamlet that is Ganga, A 
Tatasthalakgana will be opposed to the identity of Brahman 
with the Jiva and its Nirgugatva, The example of Tatastha- 
lakgana cited by the Advaitin ia Абдера Devadsttagyham 
[Devadatta's home із that where the crow is perching on the 
roof). If then, the characteristic of being the testing place af 
the crow ia included within the content of the definition, the 
fact of being the resting place of the crow would also form 
рагі оѓ the meaning of the word ‘house’—ao that, when the 
стоме flies off, there will arise the nation of disruption of a 
part of the house, 


But our question is whether the characteristic of being 
the testing place of the crow differentiates Devadatta's 
house from others, where no crows are resting, To say xo 
would be against experience and in that case its mention 
would be futile, If it dee; differentiate, how can the 
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Tatasthalakgana of B, too fail to differentiate it from the 
Jiva? How can Brahman пог become ‘Saguya' {instead af 
being Nirguna) by association witli that definition ? 


The Advaitin explains—Yàu have not understood our 
meaning properly. What we mean is—The self which 
looks upon itself ая mot different from the body and its 
instruments of kuowlege and their originating causes such as 
Avidya and its by-products of likes and dislikes associated 
with the misplaced notions of its being a doer and 
enjoyer of happiness and misery and falsely suffers on that 
account, it is such a Jiva which is of. course differentiated 
by this definition, But the core of pure consciousness 
Г Сайан е) which underlies the embodied sell is non- 
different from Brahman, From this angle, there is no 
inconsisteney of the definition, We do nor say that the Sütra 
анн арага vatah construed as а Tatasthalaksana signifies 
that Brahman is the base fafreya) of Maya which har a 
realiiy af itr oen and is the source of a universe; which has 
a real existence of its own, What we affirm js that the 
entire universe which is but an appearance pritaria} has 
Brahman for its substrate | Fadavastambho vivariak prapancah 
lad drakma), Such being the real sense of the Süfra how can the 
oneness of fiva and Brahman and Brahman's Лера be 
in jeopardy Р 


To this we reply—Leave alone this harangue about 
the world being a mere appearance, which ts without proof. 
And it is going to be refuted under the Prakrtvadhikarana 
(1.1.74). Firat, let us know under what compulaion should 
it be accepted that Brahman is defined as the cause of the 
world’s origination, maintenance, dissolution and so on in 
the Sütra only by way of Laksaná or indirect signification 
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of words and ae! expreasely by their primary signification? 
It is only when there i$ incompatibility of the primary sense 
ef the words that Laksandávrtti ia resorted to, What is the 
impediment in accepting Drahman as the cause ог Author 
of the origination, sustenance cte., of the world actually? Tt 
cannot be our perception to that effect, as Brahman is not 
epen to our perception. Nor can it be an inference on the 
premise of ite being essentially inactive (strive! Such an 
inference is contradicted by the Srutis which speak af В, 
as the author of the cightfold dispensations of the universe, 
Nar can scriptural texts like Nirkalam adpheriyam santane (Set) 
Up, VIA be cited as proof. Such texts can also be 
cogently explained as referring to B's creating and sustain- 
ing the whole universe and countless others with effortless 
ease, Well then, says the Advaitin, let us think of an 
Arthapattipramana or argument by implication, It may 
be phrased as follows: The oneness of Jiva and Brahman 
is an indispensable and a necessary truth. And that cannot 
be deduced if the definition of B. as the cause or the Author 
of the world were to be its intimate and intrinsic definition, 
Hence, it being otherwise inexplicable, it must be ascribed 
to Maya alone, This із expressed in terms of Jamnddi atya 
yateh, That is kom we would look at it. 


The Acarya rejoins—If you hold that the expressed 
meaning of the Sütra is to be abandoned and айтай is to 
be resorted to, in order to safeguard the oneness of Jiva 
and Brahman, we would like to know why Laksana should at 
all be resorted to when the Sūtra can straightforwardly be 
interpreted in the primary sense of the words accepting 
intrinsic difference between the Jivas and Brahman. No 
doubt, the question ia whether one should accept the oneness 
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of Jiva and Brahman and subject the Stitra toa тоат да 
(secondary meaning in terms of Гарла jana); or accept 
the difference between them to be intrinsic and take the 
definition in its primary sense of B's really creating and 
preserving and dissolving a real world, In our opinion 
only the latter course is right—as their oneness has no basis 
infact. A secondary construction to bolster up an invalid 
proposition. is unheard of, 


ADVATTIC INTERPRETATION OF 
“TAT TVAM ASI’? SCRUTINIZED 

But how can it be said that oneness of Jiva and B. is 
а baseless assumption? Is it not established by the Bruti 
texts such as "Tat tvam asi’? We say яаая such an 
interpretation of that text is against reason, Just see—The 
primary meaning of “Так in the text quoted (rom the 
Chas, Up, (vi, 8.7] is the Supreme Being which has been 
referred to at the commencement (wbakrame) of the VI 
Adhyàya (vi.2) of Uddalaka's discourse to his son Svetaketu, 
as the creator of the three primal elements of Таја" ahbanna 
(vi 4,3-4) and author of their tripartite modification рие 
karepa) is the source, abede and support of all beings ivi, 8.4] 
free from all defects and defilement and an embodiment of 
unlimited exeellences, The primary meaning of Tram’ 
Gn the other hand, is tha! sentient being established by our 
Perception and pergonal experience as an individual of 
limited knowledge and power. Now, the question ia whether 
the identity of two such beings of conflicting properties isto be 
moved keeping intact their mutually incompatible properties 
and intrinsic distinctions; or hy dropping all of them to 
make room for a bare identity of oneness, The first alter- 
native is barred by incompatibility and opposition of 
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intrinsic attributes, While it орет ta ua to construe only 
the grammatical apposition between Fat and Trom expressed 
by the copula ‘et’ in a metaphorical sense, as we do in 
common parlance when we say "Devadatta is a lion""— 
knowing all the while that Devadatta is only a man and not 
at all a lion in reality, There із no necessity to go beyond 
this simple solution of treating the grammatical apposition 
alone’ {тїтїп атти yamdtram) between "Fat and Tvam' as 
Сапта?" (metaphorical) and resort instead to what is called 
Foked-ajohalloksand or Bhegatyaselakiand as proposed by the 
Monit, which denudes both the terms Taf and Team {Jiva 
and Brahman’ of their essential non-transferable attributes 
fas indicated earlier) and projects a vague, nebulous 
identity of pure consciousness felemalrettya) in. their place, 


The Advaitavidin cuts in here— There is still room 
for doubt whether the grammatical apposition of the terms 
Tat and Тунт is to be accepted in 119 primary sense and on 
that basis bath Tat and Tram should be taken іп а secondary 
sense of bare essence of being or consciousness; or whether 
the apposition is to be taken as purely metaphorical 
gaaj T! —while Tat and Tram retain their primary conno- 
tations. Surely, there is no compelling reason to abandon 
the firer solution and choose the second, That is 48 зо, One 
such compelling factor is that the so-called Abheda Srutis 
are [ew and far between and are outnumbered by the Bheda 
Srutis and the popular adage 'Tyajed ekam kufarydrihe! is 
obviously in favor of opting for the rejection of identity 
of essence (irarkpalkya) of Лха and B, Even in regard to 

27. Caparica Tor,’ geret apgreren Secale yas 
aaa BATT ASAT Cela | АР p, 114) 


2(4 NYAYASUDHA 


the so-called Advaita Srutis, it has been made clear that the 
marks of import contained in them are, on closer scrutiny, 
irrefragably in support of their Dualistic interpretation in 
terms af: 

eed ч AREA ni | 

ae SPETTHE TAF aR se: || 
as elucidated in the previous adhikarana, 

We have also made it clear, there, that the abandonment 
of the conflicting characteristics of Ta! and. Team (В. and 
Jiva) in the interest of their oneness cannot be on account 
ofany personal preference бошай). Nor can the contra- 
dictory properties (rirediyatara) be treated as impermanent 
or passing shows as in ‘Не is the same Devadatta’'—as we 
say, of à young man seen twenty yeara ago is the same aa 
we now eee him, Por the attributes of the Supreme B, are 
eternal and not impermanent as will be shown in the Linga- 
pada (85.1.2), "Phe attribuces ofthe Jivatman such aa his 
aanita and páratantrya (atomicity and metaphysical depend- 
ence) are al! permanent and cannot be distnissed as fleeting, 
гетпрогагу ones, 


The Advaitin now puts in—We do not mean by the 
abandonment of the conflicting aspects their not being 
desired to be referred to or their impermanence, It just 
means the Jiva is ome eth Me Nirguna Brahman, This is 
equally unsustainable, For, the predication of a Nirguna 
Brahman itaell cannot be sustained, For, it will have to 
be clarified if this “грипа is absolutely different from the 
'Saguna ог the same. In the former case, as the Saguna 
is aiwa sco, the Mirguna will also be for ever different from 
it, so much so that it can never alfard to be absolutely 
unqualified and remain iv purir neturalibur (Aoisalya }, 
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The Monist rejoins— Tho' by nature and in essence 
Nirguna, Brahman is referred to as Saguna on account of 
superimposed attributes, by the dull-willed, just às one 
speaks of the sky as blue, Ая the superimposed aspect is 
also beginningless and eternal, there ia no difficulty in 
regarding the Saguna too as eternal, ‘Thus their true ones 
ness realised after getting rid af the superimposed form is not 
inappropriate—as the impression the sky has а perceptible 
form is xef true, or the realisation of what was taken to be 
silver 18 only the shell, 

The Acárya observea—What is designated as "mithya' 
cannot be equated with the totally non-existent by the 
Monist (as already amply shown in the earlier adhikarana]. 
Nor сап it be said to be ‘autreecentyo’—as the concept 
itself has been shown to be undemonstrable, So Airguyatea 
in the sense of being devoid of any attributes or character- 
istics cannot be predicated of Brahman, But then the 
Naivaylkas have maintained that among Padarthas zug, 
karma, samanya, вета and samariy arc without ganar! Let 
them. We are sof here concerned with the issue whether 
an entity can be without sumar in the Ayapa sente of the ferin. 
Dur contention is that Advaitins cannot successfully establish 
their Brahman to be absolutely without any characteristic ; 
for by guna, here, we mean a characteristic (terme) and 
not one of the twenty-four qualities listed by the Logiciana 
(and Gunas too, in our view, are aat without their own 
characteristics], The Vaiiegika view is going to be refuted 
in its proper context??, 

Well then, what about the Sruti which describes B. as 
Saks, Cetà, Kevala and **Nirguna" Sued, Us, VELDT 


28. CH sper лещ usd fü Әна: 
SAT „о w „у y (АЁ. H-2-adhi-6] 
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Our reply is that as the conception of a Nirguna-Brahman 
is vitiated by the defecis pointed out, the term ‘Nirguna’ 
in that Sruti will have to be differently interpreted. Other- 
wise, being a witness (Sati), thinker (Cra), all-pervading 
(лагор) and so on mentioned in the same Grut being 
specilic positive characteristics, the denial of any character- 
istic whatsoever to B. hy the term "Nirguna'" would be 
self-contradictory® in the Sruti itself, Moraver, "Баке" as 
defined by Panini (V.2.11}is à direct perceiver (sakrad 
аңа), The other contention, that authorship of the 
world, involving аз ic does a reference to something other 
{һай Brahman cannot be accepted. as а Syartipalaksana of 
Brahman, is not in order. For, the Advaitin himself admits 
that oneness of Jiva and B. though identical with sheer 
avartipa’® (essence) is still conceived only with reference to 
their relation as the substrate and its correlative, 


LARKSYA-LARSANA BHEDA-ABHEDA VIKALPA 
REFUTED 


Advaitic dialesticians have attempted to discredit the 
claims of Brahmans authorship of the world as well as its 
omniscience and other properties to be accepted as its 
Svarüpa-laksana on the ground of the logical difficulties in 








29. qp 'usp qs ppt тї: siendi фан | Фин: 
aiyaara: ardt Чат tert шө те ЧЁП marii- 
ПЧ: з=, wal, аҹ: ара qp" капан geena sentitur: | 
(MAN 

JU, As devoid of Prákrtic attributes — atai sq ЗАЙ 7 
чї Ongar spur: | (Fiye агаа 1-9-4) 

Read—aaad aep aaa? е усаа азата agra eine | 
(Sriherja) 
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the way of defining precisely: the relation between the 
Lakgana (definition) and the Laksya {the defined] оп the 
one hand and that between Brahman aa the substrate and 
its creatorship of the world, its omniscience and almighti- 
ness аз its attributes, on the other, It is argued thar there 
are only three poasible ways in which this relation can be 
viewed—in terms of their absolute differences, absolute 
identity or identity-cum-difference. None of these alter- 
natives is possible here, 

If Laksya and Laksana are utterly different from each 
other and poles apart like Mt. Meru and Mt, Mandara, they 
cannot at all be brought together to make a meaningful 
proposition. Similarly in the case of ‘substance’ and ‘attri 
butes, If the Theis should still maintain that they are 
properly related, he will have to answer the next question— 
How does that relation itself stand related ta its relata P IT 
it is one of nonedifference, it would entail Brahman’s losing 
its oneness of being taught in the Srutis and becoming 
‘many. The relation af ‘definition and the defined’ cr the 
substance and attribute would both be inconsistent with 
their "identity", For the same thing cannot be the substance 
and its attribute or the defined and the definition, A thing 
becomes à qualified entity by possessing the qualities and not 
by itself. The third alternative is self-contradictory and 
cannot be accepted, Thus, the definition of Jagalkaranatva, 
being undemonstrable, cannot be accepted as an essential 
definition of B. but сап only be tolerated as a Tatastha- 
laksana—an accidental adjunct. The acceptance of such 
an external mark, for the nonce, does not come in the way 
of B,'s secondlessness 'advtiiyatra] ag conceived and taught 
in the Srutis; The Nirguna-Brahman сап be remotely hinted 
‘At thro” an unreal causality in respect of the world of 
appearance, superimposed upon it, 
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These objections are not unanswerable or insurmount- 
able. Though the attributes af being the creator, sustainer, 
eic,, of the world may not be and are vot different from B., 
the acceptance of svarüpa-visesas in B. resolves all such 
difficulties, 

However, as the Advaitin conceives of his B. as differ- 
enceless ancl tio Visesa or peculiarity or special nuances are 
accepted in the only Reality that exists viz, Brahman, and 
as empirical things like a pot or a pitcher are all of them 
deemed to be unreal (mith?) and there being no other real 
entity which can be cited аз an illustration to prove the 
presence of vigega in it, how can the Dualist hope to estah- 
lish the case for the acceptance of Vitesas, at all, from the 
standpoint of the Advaita ? 


AGCEPTANCE OF VISESA NECESSARY AND 
UNAVOIDABLE SKAN IN THE INTEPRETATION 
ОР ADVAITIN’S MAHAVAKYA "TATTVAM ASI' 
AND THE LAKSANAVARYA ‘SATYAM JNANAM' 
The Асйгуа rises equal ta the challenge, By a rigorous 
analysis of the manner in which the Advaitavadin has chosen 
to interpret what he considers to be his "Mahüvakva' (Tat 
tapas] and its subsidiary which makes clear B.'s essential 
nature in terms of satyam, Jugnam, anantam by Laksana, he 
shows how these two predications or prepositions have got to 
be construed as referring to a Being which is Savisesibhinna, 
colorfully identical, with its intrinsic aspects of absolute 
reality, consciousness and bliss and set to a nebulous, color= 
less abstraction, 
Just see—the Advaitin will have to clarify if the 
oneness conveyed by the "Mahüvakyas like Tar tan ari is 
identical with the bare consciousness, indirectly suggested hy 
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Laksagüvrtti by the term ‘Yet’, in his interpretation; or 15 
different from it; or is both different from and identical 
with it at the same time, The first alternative [admitted 
by the Advaitin) is untenable. For, such an identity can 
hardly be treated as the subject matter of Advaita Sastra, 
For, the esential nature or pure being of the only reality 
that exists (viz,, Alman or Brahman) is admittedly self 
luminous, sell-illumined and ever-shining, irrespective of the 
банта: And this identity with the Jiva is else nothing but 
the bare essence of Atman 'Brahman], How then can an 
ever-shining one be the subject matter of the Advaitassastra T 
It would bean exercise in futility. — Moreover, Advaita has 
accepted that the sel-shining consciousness consists in 
immediacy of experience—without involving any objectivity 
ta knowledge or experience, Tt is thus self-contradictory to 
speak of one and the same thing as being the very essence 
of sel-Iuminous consciousness and being or becoming at the 
same time mage иді by the Advaita Sastra. 


But, then, says the Advaitin— The Advaita Sástra does 
not propound oneness}; it merely dispels the illusion of 
difference—as has been rightly affirmed by the ancients 
Siddham tu rivarivkateat аі 


The difficulty however is that when oneness has been 
ahining forth for ever, there can be no room lor any 
illusion ol difference to rear its head and butt in. For, 
illusion is the outcome of Ignorance of the truth, And 





81, This statement is found quoted [rom the  Vikyakara" 
[Brahmanandin) by Viruktàtman in his Жїнї. Its meaning 
is— Tho' oneness is the very essence of the self-shining Atman 
- and is as such always self-evident, the Sisera is not futile, aa it 
dispels the illusion of ignorance surrounding it. 

JU 14 
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when that truth. is self-shining where is the possibility of 
Ignorance toset in? The Advaitin can hardly plead that 
oneness is mef shining forth and hence the illusion has 
ereptin, The crux of the problem ія that il oneness js 
neither mare nor less than the sel [shining consciousness 
(af Донал), it can sewer. be said to be ки shining or nat 
maniferted at any time. Itis absurd to contend that one- 
ness, in spite of its being the very essence of Caitanya, is 
precluded from shining forth i aff i rbieedeur hy the 
intrusion of Avidy&.?? In that ease, the entire AfmasSrarlba 
will have to remain eclipses. In that case, there will be no 
possibility of the super-imposition of Avidya, in the absence 
of perception or awareness of the substrate (aghisphandua 
Айға). The insuperable difficulty here is that as pure 
coniciousness or the self is an. undivided, indivisible 
impartite unity, there is absolutely no chance for any 
obscuration of unity by Avidya, at any time or point, ТЕ 
the Advaita should still plead that Awidya is во rérowree ful 
that сап project on consciousness the very impossibles, 
why should such an obseuration se^ be accepted as being 
operative in respect of inanimate things as well but remain 
restricted to Cit alone, as the Advaita holds??? Por the 
logical futility as regards tlie obscuration (галаа) remains 
the same in both the cases (of Cit and Jada}, 


MBYA AS ATMASVROPA NEEDS HELP OF VISESAS 


Even conceding that Aikya (oneness) is made known 
by the Sastra and that therefore the Süstra is net in soin, the 





32, Ch firmea afd Prete | afer ead art 
тай pp? Лабат, 

33, CF. ar чо aag чет агни gfenenynfa (ane 
ear are aasma fenga eft 1) 
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oneness (айа! of Jiva and Brahman stands fully established 
and revealed by the first term ‘Tat’ in ‘Tat tam art’ and 
the remaining two words in the proposition бап be 
dispensed with, For the first term ‘Tat’ expressing identity 
in а flash of atbendérita (non-partitive judgement), as 
admitted in the system, would simultaneously destroy the 
illusion of difference (between Jiva and B.J, Otherwise, 
the illusion of difference could never be liquidated, — If the 
term Tat is incapable of revealing the basic identity (in 
Akhandürihasada it can no longer be held that jivabradbmeikya 
is nothing Dui pure comriouwruers, hinted at by ‘Taf’ thro’ 
L'palsksana,.29 Ifthe Advaitin asks us to. explain how in 
that case the proposition ‘So’ ayam Devadattah’ is ta be 
construed as an identity-proposition of the same subject 
qualified by two distinet adjuncta [as in the case of Jiva 
and B,—in his view], our answer ja clear that without the 
acceptance of the principle of Visesa’? all such judge- 
menta of identity-in-difference will remain. inexpheatle, 


Turning to the next alternative that тойлау is 
diferent from the essence of Jiva and Brahman, its 
acceptance by the Advaitin would land him in forswearing 
his own Siddhanta {Apasiddhdnta) that the purport of Tat 
fram mi text is a pure non-partitive judgement [involving 
по trace of difference. 


Further, if Jiva-Brahmaikya is taken to be diferent 
from ther Svaripa fin the second alternative), it would 
have to be set down as “лра —as everything other than 
Gaitanya is and has to be labelled as ‘Mithya’, in Advaita, 


34, This is one af the most searching and benelratioe criticisms 
emerging from Jayatirtha, which exposes the futility of the 
Akhandartha Vàda-Prakriyà, in Advaita, 

* 
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Otherwise, if difference and duality should be otter fhan 
Minya, ic would contradict the thesis of oneness, The 
Advaitin cannot disdainfully retort—' What do I lose, if 
Jiva-Brahmaikya turns out to he Mita? The answer is 
simple—that being ‘Mithya’ it cannot be taken to be the 
true teaching of the Sastra, Otherwise, the Fat wam ast 
and such other Srutis would share the same fate of 
Adisisaredakavakyar, — IT then, Jiva+Brahmaikya becomes 
Муй, their difference would become rea! by dint of 
logical ecncomitanee (араа) аз what is nots Mithyg 
must be ‘Satya’, 


The Advaitin retorts—But then, we do not subscribe 
to the existence of any real difference anywhere in the 
Universe, How can you appeal to the logical concemitance 
then, against our position regarding the Mithyaiva of 
Bheda? Our answer is—let the question of Vyapti or 
absence of Wydpli as between Mithyaioe of Ауа and 
reality of Sheds at the Páramürthika level be kept in 
abeyance for the present, Let us take the simple example 
ofa general concomitance in universal experience where 
two trees. seen from a distance appear to be one, When 
their identity is realised to he false, their difference is 
admitted to be real, Where the absence of ‘x '* which ia 
actually present is false, ita contradictory must be truc and 
real, For example, if Brahman's falsity, finitude сіс: are 
"Mitkyl" its reality, infinitude etc,, tust necessarily be 
truc and teal, On the basis of such a broadly observed 
concomitance, a гейш ad absurdum can readily be posed 
Against the Advaitic position, This is supported by the 
Logician's dictum— 


пета ap ч ана iA: | 
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where two contradictories are pitted against each other, 
the choice lies with anc of them—but not outside both of 
them. 


The third alternative of difference-cum-identity between 
'aikya^ and the essence (Starija) of the participants in it— 
viso the Jiva and B. is also equally open to objection, 
The question then will be—are these two, identity and 
difference, taken together, identical with the pure 
consciousness [which is the рата of Jiva and Brahman): 
or are different from it; or both together? In the first case, 
pure consciousness too will be forced to partake of the 
esenee of duality or elic the two (беда ana Abheda) will 
become one with each other, In the case of the second 
and the third alternatives, there will be a glaring regression. 
IF the diference is different from ita relata and that again 
from them, there will be a regression, In the second 
alternative, the terms Sheds and Adseds will be reduced. to 
aynonymity, Regression is unavoidable on the third 
alternative also, It cannot be said that there is no har to 
their being brought together on the conception of their 
relationship in terms of any of the given alternatives, The 
composite cognition, ihat Аут of Jiva- and B. is beth 
diferent from. and identical with pure consciourmess or is different 
from it or one with it, is met possible without a distinct 
presentation of those adjuncts as auch, Such à presentation 
requires the presentation of the adjuncts and their sub- 
stantive, as part of the composite cognition, Thus, each 
succeeding presentation of BhedabMeda, Bheda or Арт of 
ауа with Caitanya depends on an earlier presentation in 
the same set-up in order to produce a synthetic judgment 
ofthe whole, A regression of thought in terms of such 
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inter-dependenee is thus unavoidable. The logical defects 
of mutual conflict in accepting attya as both different from 
aud identical with Caitanya-Svarüpa and of infinite 
regrestion in accepting difference between them have been 
passed over by the Acirya, as being obvious 

The Advaitayadin cannot come up with an argument 
like the following : Though ai&ye is indeed identical with 
the essence of Jiva and Brahma-Caitanya, it is still seli- 
stifficient ta manage to keep the self un-illumined by its 
own intrinsic luminosity, in Samira. Nor can he plead 
that notwithstanding the presence of both identity and 
difference between them and CGailanya-Svaripa, this 
relation of Shedibheds is able to explain the яуа: being 
spoken of in terms of Jikedabheds without indenting on 
another Делот, by virtue of its self-linking and self- 
explanatory capacity, 

But the stumbling block here is that there can be по 
talk of self-sulficiency, scl-linking or sell-explanatary 
capacity without the acceptance of Visegas"—as a built- 
in, intrinsic, characteristic of Caitanya or the things-in- 
iteelf[—or its relation—-be it one of idemfity, difference or 
Hhedathede, 

If we accept self-sufficiency or a self-linking capacity 
for the relation of oneness [aikya] or Bhedibheda, with 
Caitanya, it will have to overcome the following 
difficulty, ‘‘Svanirvahakatva’’ or self-sufficiency means 
being able to explain one-aclf or linking oneself. This 
necessitates the coalescence or interpenetration of the 
agent and the object of the act, It will have to be clarified 
if the powers of Nirealakattam. and Mevdiysivam are non- 
different from each other and from the aubject of which 
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they are posited or are different, In the former case, they 
will be synonymous, which no one can accept. If the sense 
О.А and sirrakaka are different from cach other and 
from their subject and ifauch a difference is of the essence 
of the subject, the same defect of synonymity will arise. 
To introduce another difference to obyiate the difficulty 
will open the door to a regression of more differences — 
with reference to their mutual difference and difference 
from the substantive, 


DEFINITIVE TEXTS OF NIRVISESA-BRAHMAN 
ALSO NECESSITATE ACCEPTANCE OF VISESAS 
Having shown the difficulties which beset the Advaitin 
in intelligibly and satisfactorily interpreting his own 
"Mahüvakya! of Tat team ar without the help of the 
concept of Visegas, the Acdrya goes оп to extend the same 
dialectic to the interpretation of the text Sutyam jaanam 
anaafen Proms, which embodies the Svarüpalakgana of 
Brahman according to the Monist, 


The question ia—Are these properties of reality, 

consciousness and infinitude of Brahman absolutely non- 
different from it and from one another; or different? In 
the former сазе, being of the indistinguishable essence of 
the sell-evident self-established and eternally self-shining 
Brahman, they could not be made the subject of teaching 
ofthe Sastra, And the properties themselves would all 
become synonymoua in their connotation, The other 
alternative, ifaccepted, would mar the unitary essence 
[darna] of Brahman and lead to an Apasiddhanta 
‘(giving up one’s Siddhanta) and make the properties unreal 
(Ауа) аз all difference is Adithy® and make the Sastra 
untruthful Гава осела). 
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In consequence, ignorance, unreality and finitude 
would be true of Brahman, The acceptance of Bhedabheda 
relation between B. and its attributes and with one another 
would lead to a regrénr ad iafintivm, as before, The 
logical difficulties in the way of invoking the help of 
белн адаа fselfauflicieney] would still be there. 


Intervening, the Advaitin may say-—The attributes of 
reality, consciousness, etc, are mutually non-different and 
from B, also, That does not however make them synoty- 
mous, аг their expressed senses are distinct, Apart from 
that, they are applied to the Nirguna-Brahman only thre’ 
LakjügasrHi in which the Vacyartha (expressed meaning) 
does not come into the picture at all. It canaot be objected 
to this on the ground that there will be futility of reference 
in indicating thro’ Laksaga the same entity which has been 
‘indicated’ by the term Satyam by yet another term iisam, 
If some additional sense is suggested. by the employment of 
the second term thro’ Laksana, there will be no impartite 
judgement лаа). For, even tho’ there is no difference 
in the svggested meaning (Laks уйге), the additional words 
in the definition are purposeful in that they serve to боа 
Brahman [rom superimposed attributes, such as unreality, 
ignorance and so forth (associated with the Jivdtman). 
For the same reason, there is по question of futility. of the 
Занга, The Sastra remains purposeful in so far as it helps 
to alimipate the superimposed aspects engendered by “vidya. 


But the crucial point to be clarified in accepting such 
an explanation із whether this understanding of the said 
elimination of the superimposed aspects on B, to be brought 
about by the employment of the terms Setran, 835848, ett., 
in the higher connotation of their ‘Parajati’ thro’ Гаара 
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to indicate Brahman, i$ а qualifying attribute of Brahman 
as such (Braimarifesena) ; or merely for the sake of isolation 
without dmsoltimg  Hrahmas. The Advaitin cannot justify 
liis resort to such an elimination of the opposite meanings 
of the words from Sraimen with special reference to 
Brahman as such, by the employment al terms like Sefyam, 

| SRdnam, Акела, $0 long as Ais Brahman, which is, to be 
known as co izofated, is by definition, Nirvisega—void of all 
characteristics, If he should say he has no objection to 
admit the existence in Brahman of negative characteristics 
through such an elimination (асра) such аз absence of 
Акунга, Ajmanatve cto one may ask what is lost if positive 
characteristics also such as ауаз, Упала are (also) 
predicated of Brahman in terms of Satyam, — JRünam 
Anantant ? 


On the other hand, if Brahman made known after 
making so much ado, still remains void of all characteristics 
(Avigesa) it would all be love's labor lost, Surely, nobody 
is interested in летаа for isolation’s rake, ‘The student of 
Vedünta is interested in knowing what Brahman is and its 
attributes are—and not Руйи or isolation perse The 
fact remains that (Рут у isolation by itself is met 
Brahman and cannot be—as it is negative in content, many bi 
number and Amon only mediately, while B; ds a posited Being, 
one and immediately known (Nirupadiike).33 1E Vyaertit or 
distinction from all others is mot a ree! characteristic of 
Brahman, why should the Seeker of Brahman be concerned 
about it and why should the Sruti take the trouble to make 


35. This i$ another brilliant onslaught of Juyatirtha’s 
dialectic against the Advaita position based on M's pregnant 
criticism : кшй Plast a fH sarge чн d 
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known what is not at all desired ta be knewnand make it a 
fit purpose of the definition ? 


Again, do the words Satyam, Jiianam, ett, serve the 
purpose of isolating Brahman from unreality, ignorance and 
so on, while giving expression to the actual existence, in 
Brahman of reality, knowledge ete., or otherwise? So 
long as the isolated Brahman is regarded as absolutely 
devoid af ‘all characteristics’ it cannot he meaningfully 
established that the purpose of the use of the words Satyam, 
Jüsmam, etei, is to isolate the Brahman from Unireality etc. 
If the isolated Rrahman is utterly without any characteristics 
and the words Satyam, TREnam do wad predicate the existence 
in Brahman of the properties of reality, knowledge, ete., 
it cannot be meaningfully posited that the purnose of the 
words Satyam, manam, ete., ds to secure Brahman's isolation 
from the absence of рабра Яна and so an. Negation 
of particular undesited characteristics with reference to a 
given thing involves the acceptance and affirmation and 
presence of those opposed to them, therein, This disposes 
of the other explanation of the Monist that язга is 
purposeful in banishing the discordant aspects and attributes 
Projected on Brahman due to superimposition by Ajfina. 
We have already made it crystal clear that When the one 
attributeless aspectless reality (Brahman) continues to shine 
forth in all its intrinsic splendor of self-TJuminosity, there is 
absolutely же roon far any fatrurion of distorting, hostile агресія 
fa smear Ef, 


Itfollows, then, that the Advaitav&din toa cannot 
expect to construe his Mahavikva or his Laksanavakya 
satisfactorily, without the eld af Viejas, Therefore, his 
contention that these two propositions of Tatteam л and 
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Satvam, JHümas, Anevfam represent Brahman as impartite 
('Atkanda) and void of all Characteristics (Mireiferem) also 
falls to the ground, 

It should be clear from the discussions gone thro’ 
that in view of the impossibility of construing the Maha- 
vakya and the Laksanavakya without serious logical and 
syntactical pitfalls, it is incumbent even en the sldvaitin to 
recognise a potency of things called "" Visesas"" in Brahman 
in spite of its being free from any kind of internal distine- 
tion of essence or attributes in its constitution, In other 
words, the concept of Nirvifesa-Brahman" has to be 
replaced by the concept of Brahman as "Savisesa"" in the 
interest of truth and its intelligibility, Even the Adyaitin 
will have to admit that the а уа ef Jiva and Brahman and 
the attributes of Sa£yam, пою predicated of Brahman are 
alike non-different from one another and from Brahman— 
in view of the statement of the гоі абара anudrarta- 
avant пейа панах kincang referring to the absolute unity of 
essence and attributes of Brahman, There i$ no lear of 
logical inconsistencies in adopting this position. For it 
stands to reason that even in an entity which is an 
undilferenced whole, there is an taherent power by which it 
can be explained or explains irf that though shining 
forth, it is in some respects ae! doing so. The Мопв too 
will have to concede such а Videga on the basis of this 
very implication (arthügatti), dn other words, Visera has to be 
accepted as a Sarsatantrosiddhanta, 


RATIONALE OF DOCTRINE OF VISESAS 


One may still contend that there is na smooth sailing 
for Visegas toa, Just see—If this Visesa ia, in turn, other 
than ‘the thing-in-itsel[ ^ there will be infinite regression, 


220 NYAYASUDHA 


I! Visesa is non-different from the thing-in-itself there 
will be no justification to talk of *"Visesas' ana something 
регеа a) such Visesas. The Acürva resolves these 
difficulties — 

Fasteners afaaignar wa 

edt чатаар: 

е] яуа ча: бен aequis: | (a. E.) 


“Меза " and * Vi£esin* (what has Fifer) are to be 
accepted as nonedifferent from each other, The relation- 
ship of being a Vigega and having it (fadertiAdra) is to be 
explained on the basis of. Videza itself, without going 
beyond it and assuming another Visega and yet another to 
substantiate the previous one, As asell-explanatory and 
self-linking principle; it is postulated of it that Wisega 
stands equipped with two built-in powers of the explainer 
and the explained jsredheta and nirrah ya). Given an 
undivided unity of being, Visega plays the role of the 
category af diference within the limits of strict necessity, 
in legitimising practical distinctions of reference necessita» 
ted by the exigencies of communication and understanding 
how distinctions of reference are pessible in a unified 
whale, without involving any distinction of essence, The 
constitutive elements of the judgement are not emptied of 
their distinctive meanings and reduced to aynonymity, 


Thus, Visesas perform all the functions of the category of 
“Diuference’? without the disedvantage of absolute Difference, of 
breaking up the indivisible unity ofa given whale into two 
or more, 

To illustrate—Speating from the Adpattic potui of view, 
the ruti  Ekadtaiua üHudrürfesyam?, neko mündrl Kimcona 
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(Arh. Uh, ТУ. 4-19-20) postulates that the identity of Jiva 
and Brahman is the very essence of the one Caitanya that 
is real and there is no duality within ita constitution, But 
though this one conciousness is sell-evident, self-existing 
and self-shining, always, its intrinsic blissfulness is me! 
exposed to experience in the state of bondage of the 
Jivatman, who is of the same essence as the one evershin- 
ing consciousness. The aspeets of reality, knowledge and 
bliss constituting the essence of Brahman (Armani are refer- 
red to in mes-rynosymous tera, though essentially aff are one, 
Similarly, the removal of beginningless Ignorance [ийй ) 
is wef within the competence of Caltanya as such but of 
knowledge af oneness of Jiva and Brahman—which is a 
functional distinction, Similarly, the elementa af satyated, 
Лаанат: and apa are more Mar ene in number, while 
Jaitanya of which they are the absolute essence is оле, In 
this way, there are many undeniable [features of meaningful 
distinctions within fhe sivina unity of essence af imam or 
Brahman, which call fora realistic and intelligible explana- 
tion which cannot be evaded or dismissed by wrving ihe magie 
wand of Avidva and itt Атара. 

To find the right way of dealing with the facts estab- 
lished by both these forms of valid experiences, it must be 
hypothecized that within the core of Caitanya itself, 
which is unitary, there is awd mus! be some intrinsic inbuilt 
power which can successfully deputise for difference and take 
its place as a swbstifuse in. Hs absence and fullil its expectas 
tions in respect of Dheda-ryaeahara, non-synonymity of terms 
and other observed facis, Thus, by the very terms of the Artha- 
patti-pramana, resting on the two established: premises, 
the concept of Vigega is established as the only viable 
explanation, 
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VISESA AS A SARVATANTRA-SIDDHANTA 


Having demonstrated that the Advaitavadin will Aare 
fe accept the doctrine of Videsas, the Асягуа now proceeds 
to show that not only the Mayavidin but every other 
philosopher who accepts the reality of the world has al! the 
mire renon to accept the presence of Wideaas in all 
substances, 


Just ice ~A cloth and its whiteneas ate not different 
as they do not stand out in separation like two fingers, 
One cannot say it is because they (the cloth and its white- 
ness] are “given together" fayutariddka) inaeparably, 
Well, then, what is this ''aysfasiddhotesm '" $ Is it the 
necessity to exist in terms of a relation of abode and 
abider ? fajraydirayibhdoa) at all times? How does that 
prevent their being taken as non-different and perceived 
šo? Nor does the cloth present itselfto cognition asthe locus 
amd the whiteness аз what is sec upon it f'adfeya)—as in the 
case of the bedara fruits in the bowl, On the other hand, 
the whiteness of the cloth is always presented in percep- 
tion as being identical with the cloth, The relation 
between a bowl and badare fruits placed 1n it is one of clear 
difference between them, in spite of the other relation of 
diraya-asreyiitdra (abode and abider] between them at the 
time, But the relation between the cloth and its threads is 
perceived ta be one of identity in spite of a similar argya- 
dirayibtara subsisting between them. This perception is 
proof of their identity, ‘The possibility of the subsequent 
termination of this relation between the cloth and the 
threads by disjunction of parts makes no difference to their 
identity relation perceived earlier, when the cloth was 
intact. The relation between денй and badares and taniu 
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and jefe are not the зате, 26 While the fruits and the bowl 
| Are maf perceived as the same, Me mwilenesi fs not perceived 
apart from the cloth?! bui oar one with it, Chis experience 
cannot be dismissed as an illusion as it is net contradicted 
suhsequently that the cloth is wefwhite, The only 
contradicting experience will have го be a direct percep- 
tion comprehending the cloth and its whiteness seperately. 
The requisitioning of an inference to establish their 
difference cannot overrule valid perception of identity, 
We have already shown that there is no perceptual 
evidence that the cloth and its whiteness are їйгєн. So 
it is clear that the identity of the cloth and its whiteness is 
borne out hy Pratyaksa. At the same time, there її enidtence 
af the resultant effecta of their difference too—such as the 
following :—The absence of co-existent objectivicy af the 
idea of à cloth and its whiteness, the non-synonymily of the 
terms ‘cloth’ and its ‘whiteness’, making us remember 
or recall them to memory by different terms, difference in 
practical efficieney of doing things, one’s naf bringing 
any white thing when ordered to bring a clerk, not bring- 
ing a cleth invariably when one is asked to bring 'some- 
thing white’, absence of contradiction in saying the cloth 
is na£ white, unlike in saying the cloth is nef a cloth and the 
comprehension of the cloth even by a blind man (thro? 


38. пеш: ачг paagid Wu кырг ч Hr wer 
ийа: desfai, sakai gedit sepa, Чеш 
Aa | apai ч qaaa: {лияда fran, zerüafaud- 
"grad aar | (NS, II-2, adh. 6 p, 860) 

See alao my Phifarephy of Afadhvicdrya, 2nd Edn, Р. 88, 

37, СЕ agate Ча гю wer Rot maf 

Злата» Гатка с. by М, GT, X19), 

Who has geen a cloth apart from the threads ? 





224 NYAYASUDHÁA 


touch) but his inability to comprehend its whiteness at the 
same time, the absence of the non-comprehension of a cloth 
unlike the nón-comprehension of its whiteness by a blind 
man, the shape of the cloth not getting concealed by а 
coat of red dye while its whiteness is concealed by it. 
None of these experiences can be dismissed as illusory аз 
there is по contradicting experience. As there із no 
disagreement of opinion on these points and as there is no 
other way of reconciling them with one another, it has got 
to be squarely admitted that there is aspecial feature which 
isa substitute of difference by virtue of which all these 
divergent facts could be satisfactorily reconciled and 
explained. 


This distinctive and special feature of the thingsin- 
itself is named “Visesa as it imparts a special or peculiar 
nuance to the thing-insitsell to cope with all the exigencies 
af the situations in which it may be placed, viewed and 
described, as instanced above. 


But then the Bhed&bhedavadin may ask—Why should 
we ро in for an unfamiliar power of things to be called its 
"асва", when all such incongruities, inconsistencies and 
divergent pulls in opposite directions can be remedied by 
ihe relation of бей йыда (difference-cum-identity) ? That 
is just a wishful thinking and a thoughtless one. For in 
order to bring together in one and the same place two 
diametrically opposites as difference and identity one has 
to fall back on Vigesa and solicit its good offices, One 
may yet ask—Where is the difficulty when in such cases we 
do find bath of them £n operation f [tis true that both are 
in evidence and in operation, Rutas rational beings we 
have to consider and examine Aem this is at all made 
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possible; We have in the last analysis to attribute it to 
the unique merit or inherent capacity of the thing-in-iteelf, 
called "'"Visesa', for want of a better name We have 
already drawn attention to the inevitability of regressi ad 
infnihem in harping on fhedübheda (alone) without indenting 
on Visesas. 

VISESAS ARE COUNTLESS 

Well then, if there la "Visega' in all things and that 
веза? is non-different from the thing-in-itaelf, how will 
you prevent the oneness of all things? The Асагуа 
answers— 

Baa ктап такаат | 
«нїш єп. ala aequas: t 

The Visesas as defined above are accepted as countless 
in all things—sentient and insentient alike, As Visega is 
not aly ove, there is no threat of universal identity of 
essence, ‘Phe earlier reference to Visesas in the singular 
ia a collective singular, 

Well then, if in cach and every substance there is 
only one Vigega it would be impossible to explain a 
multiplicity of divergent descriptions of one and the same 
thing —such as for instance the pot is a big one, white, is 
moving and so forth, A wonderful variety of effects is 
seldom seen to emerge from one particular thing which is 
of a simple: unvariegated essence, In that case, such 
developments would be erratic and wun-predictably 
accidental, 

The Actrya secs this objection at rest by pointing out 
that these Visesas as defined above are countless. In all 
things, ‘The expression countless signifies that as many 
Misesas are to be admitted as the needs warrant. 

AS 15 
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VISESAS ARE SELF-DIFFERENTIATING 


Well then—If there are many  Visesas in each 
substance, there should. be mutual difference among the 
Visesas themselyes—aa multiplicity is Inconceivable with- 
out difference, The nemesis of such a position would be 
that if this plurality of Viiesas is to be identical with the 
given substance, the substance in question. will also stand 
divided and differenced from itrel, 


The answer is—The multiplicity of the Videsas is due 
to their being endowed with similar Visesas with reference 
to onc another, without involving difference as such —which 
has no place in the constitution of Videsas, In this set-up, 
it is Visegas which account for mianyness and not the 
category of difference, 


Well then, will there nat be à regrersus. qd nium if 
the Visesas too are invested with other Visesas and those 
again with yet others, if required ? The answer is that the 
Visesas are all of them self-linking., In the earlier context 
the identity of Visegas with their respective substances was 
discussed, In the present context, the discussion is about 
their non-dijference from one another, No separate means. of 
proof of Visesas has been dealt with as all that has heen 
predicated of Visegas is established by the very nature and 
implications of the ArthapattisPramana adduced in favor 
of the necessity to accept the existence and operation of 
Visegas, A Ргашйпа or a category of thought which in 
itself is unsustainable cannot help in resolving unsustain- 
ability elsewhere. When conflicts and contradictions arise 
and call for resolution, Árthüpatti is to be relied проп to 
suggest suitable ways and means of reconciliation, The 
concept of Visesa is backed by Arthápatti, 
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Tho’ Visesa is open to Pratyakga also—as is going to 
be stated later, the Ac&rya has adduced Arthapatti here 
and drawn out its implications and bearing on the question 
before him, as other thinkers wha do wef accept the 
competence of Pratyakga to prove the existence of Visegas 
‘cannot be conyinced by appealing to Pratyakga. Artha- 
patti, on the other hand, has a good logical basis and the 
‘concept of Visesa is implicit in the Srutis also which the 
Аһара ean draw out, 


THE BOGIE OF LAKSYA-LAKSANA-BHEDA OR 
ABHEDA—EXORCISED 


Advaitic dialecticians like the Vivaranakira have been 
raising what they consider ta be a devastating argument 
against the acceptance of Jagalkaranatva as а Syariipa- 
lakgana of Brahman and therefore offering a very good 
ground to dispose of it ав а mere Tarasthalaksana, which 
in its turn, would make things easy and safe for their 
Nirguna-Nirvisesa-Brahman. The argument is couched in 
the form of a poser— 

MRT Sat ap ufa pru | 
This is calculated to confound the Theist and drive bim 
into a blind alley, But with his wonted dexterity, the 
Acürya turns the tables against the adversary by placing his 
finger on the most vulnerable point in the Advaitin's inter- 
pretation of his own Mahavakya (Tot eem as] and the 
Laksanayakya of Brahman—Satvam Firan Anantem Drama 
and corners him into an acceptance of the doctrine of 
Videsas to sustain his interpretation of them, With his 
inexorable logic, the Acarya makes it clear that the concept 
of Visesas is indispensable for a synthetic judgement of 
identity texts and definitive texts alike of the Advaitin, An 
4 
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impartite judgement (Akhandarite) js a misnomer—a 
tautology, He concludes by showing that there ia no 
inherent contradiction between Brahman’s unitary essence 
Of being (dttarege) and its being ''Guga-pürga "* and 
Savifega. There dx no need for the Philosopher to castrate the 
Upanisadic Brahman and make it “Nirvidesa’’, void of all 
content and characteristics, in order to preserve its unitary 
aeneo (kararatva}, The doctrine of SyarilpasVidesas 
will show the way to a happy and felicitous integration 
between the two. 


spits] ий чт eq | 
ч ania ait ав ачаа үл.) 


Tho' absolutely without any internal distinctions 
CNirbhedam] in ita constitution and essence, the Supreme 
Brahman is hailed by the Srutis as endowed with all 
perfection (Аата бонат), All the objections raised by the 
P'ürvapaksin such as— that if Brahman were to be identical 
with many a definition (such as being the ariginatar, 
preserver, destroyer, controller, deliverer from bondage 
and giver of Moksa to the world of Matter and Sauls} it 
would also become many, the untenability of the one 
Brahman having many definitions, terminological synonym- 
ity, illogicality in one and the same entity being of the 
nature of an attribute and a substance at the same time and 
ап on—are easily answered by the admission of Visesas in 
Brahman, By reason of Vigegas, the attributes of Brahman 
are countless while Brahman remains One as well as of the 
essence of Cunas, The Acdrya uses the expression Ananta= 
guyam Arema here instead of saying Jasajarmādkāranam 
(that it is the author of the creation, preservation, control, 
cte, of the world) in order to make it clear to us that the 
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intention of the present Sütra is to indicate that the 
posession al infinite attributes is the ultimate definition af 
Brahman and the definition in terms of Jagajjanmádikarana- 
tvam is designed to highlight it, 

Here an incidental objection may be raised —Why 
should the Асагуа take the trouble of accepting that the 
Laks уа (defined) and the Лабат {the definition] are non- 
différent and set about to explain the difficulties which 
arise in respect of pragmatic situations on the basis of 
Visegas? Why should it лох be accepted that їп all. such 
cases only differenee is there in truth? The relation of 
Guya and Gupi may be explained through the help of 
‘Samavdye’ (of the  Nyüya philosophy), However, if 
Bamavaya із qot accepted as it is going to be rejected by the 
Sütrakara (28, 11.2.13], it should be held that it is all 
due to some peculiar or intrinsic nature of the Guni and 
the Gunas themselves, Just because distinctions of reference 
are seen to be made on the basia of Viiesas, even though 
there is по real difference in the case of the instances cited, 
there із по warranty to assume such Visesas in Brahman also 
in the absence of decisive authority. Even the indication of 
а possible ground is to get at some decisive evidence, But pro- 
bability by itself is not enough ta establish a disputed fact. 

The Ac&rya therefore cites clear and decisive evidence 
of the Sruti for the acceptance of Visegas : 


чя чї, wu Teale Kepa. Ub. ILI LH 
This Sruti censures one who looks upon the attributes 
(агаг) of Drahman as different (existing apart or 
separately) from (Pri&sk) Brahman, The expression Api 
after dihede [in the text of the A.V.) refers to the existence 
of Viiesas toa, in Brahman, It should be noted that in 
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this Stuti the plural form Обаға suggests the presence 
of Visesas and not merely the presence of many attributes, 
if this Sruti ia read together with the others-— Vela. анаи 
Crk Up, ім T9) and калеа anudrastazyam.- (Erk, Up, 
iv,4,20], The expression Dhermési cannot be dismissed às 
a mere way of speaking fenueademafram), For without the 
authority of the Sruti, we cannot be aware a£ them. [Гай 
original Bruti to that effect ia to be recognised ta permit 
such an axavade [mode of speaking) about the attributes: of 
Brahman that same original text will be bearing witness го 
the existence of Visegas. It would [follow thereby, from 
the Srutis that Brahman is without internal. distinctions but 
that it is, at the same time, associated with various 
precications of attributes which though wef different from 
its caserice of being are distinguished by the power of its 
own internal dynamics of Visesas, 


CONCLUSION 


In this connection, one commentator has debated 
whether B's Jagatkiranatva signifies thal it is the efficient 
cause only, or only the material cause, or beth and has 
accepted the last alternative, Another has held that 
Brahman’s material causality ia through transformation into 
the world, Another is adamant that Brahman is nothing 
more than the substratum of the illusory appearance of the 
world (Fizartspaddna), All these views will be thoroughly 
examined and refuted in the Prefripadhitaraga (1.4.24). 

It is thus firmly established that the Supreme Brahman 
Narayana represented by the two definitions of Sarsaguga- 
pürsaies and Jagajfjenmdditaragalea is the primary subject af 
philosophical quest and realisation [or the attainment of 


Mokga, 
— 3 
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We have seen how the Second Sūtra ascribes the sole 
authorship of the world, its maintenance, dissolution ete., 
ta one Supreme Brahman. Its identity with Visnu (the 
‘unlimited’ | has been conclusively established on the 
basis of internal and external evidences in the first Sūtra 
itself and haa been strengthened in the second, The purpose 
of tu; adhikarana is to substantiate this finding, by ruling 
oul the possibility of any over-pervasion of the definition in 
such high-placed sentient beings like Пага, Hiranyagarbha 
and other deities and in insentient principles like the 
Sankhya-Prakyti, on the basis of the claims put up on their 
behalf on the authority of the Saiva and other Agamas 
pertaining to them and Inferences drawing support from 
them in the first instance on the basis of pragmatic and 
promised results obtained here and now by adhering to 
the prescriptions of these Agamas, in respect of material 
benefits, This is then extended to the results pertaining 
to the realm of supersensuous values and their attainment : 


ЯГНН. Фе Н | 
emper янтая ча || Ar 


The Saiva Agamas are of two kinds. Some lay down 
certain means of achieving tangible results which are open 


1. The authenticity of the Saiva philosopher's method of 
proof of the validity of his Agama as reported by Acirya 
Madhya, here, is borne out by the commentary of Srikumara 
on Bhoja's Tettoatratstikd, See my Notes on this topic in my 
Слабае ге Diaa of Алайга (Madras, 1934 р, 119). This fully 
attests the reliability of the Ac&rya's references to the Prakriyas 


of far gelten systems, 
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to perception and verifiable here oad nom, ‘The other type 
of Agamas enjoins certain means for the attainment of goals 
like Svarga and Moksa, which are nat open to perception, 
They uphold Siva's authorship of the various dispensations 
ol the world like creation, preservation and dissolution and 
His omniscience, almightivess, unfettered willand unlimited 
petlections and freedom from all impertections, 


The argument proceeds—'The first type of Agama must 
certainly be accepted as valid as the attainment of the 
promised results is verified in experience, This can be 
presented in the form of an Inference(given in the text], Thus 
on the validity of the Saiva Agamas, the Saiva maintains 
thatthe definition of Brahman in terms of Jagajjanmadi- 
káragam is applicable only to Siva—and not to Visnu, 

The protagonists of other persuasions base the claims 
of Petr gods on similar grounds, 


It i$ also contended that apart from this (round about) 
way of arguing from the fruitfulness of the prescriptions of 
one part of the Saiva-Agamas for of the others) to the 
validity of the other part dealing with the supersensuous 
realities, it is also possible to establish Siva as the Creator, 
Preserver and Destroyer of the world by a process of simple 
inference by analogy. ‘The act of holding the world poised 
in mid-space needs conscious efforts of an Agent to prevent 
its falling down, by its own sheer weight. The earth and 
other substances are liable to destruction. ‘They can be 
destroyed only by the will and power of an Agent?, ‘Thro? 





2, Udayanacárya's Житип Asmenjali adumbrates an eight- 
point syllogism as a causal argument (Iivsramndna]. 
ЖЧӨТ: RTT, чин: шй: | 
Tard, dwar areir (аар дл || 
The TT of Vyàsatirtha has an incisive review of these argue 
ments ати] rejecta them аз inconclusive, 
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such general reasonings, the existence of a Creator, Fre- 
server and Destroyer of the world and His identity with Siva 
can be arrived at by eliminating other contenaers. 


Given a good painting of many excellences, the artist 
who executes it must naturally be assumed to be an Expert 
in the act. The variety and magnitude of the created 
world demands the assumption of a Greator equal to the 
task, possessing vast knowledge and powers, The Creator 
of such a wonderful world as ours must necessarily be all- 
knowing, all-powerful and so on, Wo special effort is 
therefore needed to prove it, He must necessarily be knows 
ing all about the efficient and material cause of the things 
to be created aud the purposes and functions they are to 
fulfil,” The same line of argument is applicable to the 
acceptance of Hiranyagarbha or others by their adherents. 


The Sütraküra refutes these claims on behalf of the 
other gods, advanced purely on the authority of these Agamas 
and inferences, drawing their inspiration from them. For, 
the true nature of the cause of the world and its identity 
are made known to us only by the Sastra, consisting af the 
Rg, Yajus and other Vedas, the Epics and Puranas and have 
to be understood only inaceordanee with them, The Baiva 
and other Agamas and inferences based on them have no 
focus standi in determining the nature and identity of the 
Orcator of the world, its Preserver and Destroyer. 


The point is this—The First Cause of the origination, 
preservation, etc., of the world is knowable only thre’ the 
gasra, consisting of the Vedas and other sources conforming 
to themas stated in the 5га Sastre-yontieat. It is beyond 


+ OF Similar arguments iti Flint's Thaian, 
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the competence of the Saiva and other Agamasand Infer- 
chet, The creation of the world cannot be attributed to 
any of them on herr authority, Only that Being of whom 
the Sastra predicates Jagajjanmadikaranatva can be accepted 
as such, 

The Saiva may well argue —'That may be so, if the 
probans of the Sūtra that the identity of the source of the 
cosmos із established beyond doubt by the дага, It is not 
so, Though not open to perception, it is possible to deter 
thine the identity of the cause of the world thro’ the Saiva 
Agamas and Inference, on the lines already indicated, 


In order therefore ta substantiate the prabans embodied 
in the Sütra, the Bhüsyakara proceeds to refute the accessi- 
bility of the identity of First cause of the world to the Saiva 
Agamas, by exposing the weak points in the inferences, 
adduced in support af the acceptance of the validity of the 
Baiva Адашав, 


Ifthe prescriptions of the Saiva Agamas in the words 
of Siva and others, in respect of matters within the purview 
of perceptual experience are to be inferred to be valid on 
the strength of the perceived correspondence and agreement 
of reaults, it will be equally open to us to infer or argue 
that the statements of Siva and others are fnralid by pointing 
to instances within the sphere af perceptual experience of 
failure and miscarriage of results promised. in respect of 
prescriptions carried out and on merir analog у discredit the 
other statements of the Agamas, pertaining to things 
lying beyond the sphere of perception and inference, It 
cannot be contended that all statements of Siva pertaining 
to the sphere of ‘Dpgtarthas’ (matters open to perception) 
are inparigdly productive of fruitful activity, There are many 
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which end in Fruittess effort. It cannot be contended that 
they are also valid—4the failures or miscarriages being due 
to lapses on the part of the agent or in the performance, — It 
may as well be that they are really invalid—the apparent 
correspondence of fruits being merely accidental (абата рт 
of a seductive ruse employed to delude the unworthy, by 
Siva and others, at the behest of the Lord.’ It is only 
where validity is firmly established that cases of miscarriage 
of fruits can be attributed to incompetence of the agent or 
lapses in performances, There is bound to be mutual 
dependence, if one were to uphold validity of the pres- 
criptions solely on the ground of absence of miscarriage 
of promised. results, 


There is also another difficulty, Is the believer in the 
validity of the Saiva Agamas in respect of prescriptions no 
falling within the sphere of прера prepared to extend 
the same credit to the statements of Hiranyagarbha or other 
authors of ether Agamas? How can he? ‘Two Agamas 
antagonistic te each other cannot both be equally valid, 
The denial of validity to one will be one-sided, when the 
mode of inference of their validity ia the same. If it is 
argued that inference about the validity of the Agama of 
Hiranyagarbha is not valid as there is possibility of inci- 
dental defects such as the motive to delude others, the 
Saivagama too may be open to the same suspicion. Other- 
wise, for similar reasons the prescription of Caityavandana 
prescribed in the Bauddha Agamas may have to be accepted 
as valid, Surely, one cannot assert that the [ollowers of 
the Buddha never speak the truth ! 


So then, it is impossible to establish the validity of the 
Salva Agama on such grounds, Hence, it must be admitted 





3. qw їй ganag À sensit Pers | 
el sp xg нгш їй grea || (Perdha Рика 70-56) 
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that the nature and identity of the Author of the world 
cannot be determined thro* them, 


Here an objector puts in—How about the inference 
adduced on the basis of independent casual argument in 
favor of Siva’s authorship of the world backed by the 
elimination of the claimsof others! How can it be insisted 
that Jagatkiranatva can be established only thre’ Vedádi 
Sastra ? 


We would like to ask—Do you hold that Inference 
which is in conformity with Sastra is valid in respect of the 
identity of the Being which is the cause of the world or 
inference entirely independent: of Sastra? We are not 
against the first position, as it will only endorse our con- 
tention, And the Sdtrakira himeelfis going te show in the 
fourth Sütra that the entite Sastra is attuned to the Supreme 
Being (Visnu). 


As for the second position, independent reasoning nol 
in conformity with the Sruti has no claims to validity in 
suck matiers, It requires to be clarified in respect of the 
familiar independent Causal Argument Ана аан 
sakarivkam kdryatea! photavet, whether what is sought to be 
established /sad&ys ) is creatorship which includes in its scope 
direct foreknowledge of the various causes and their causal 
complements or just ereatorship. In the first case, thc 
example of the pot-maker will be out of place. For a pot- 
maker or à carpenter is not necessarily equipped with full 
immediate knowledge of all the causal complements, their 
merits and demerits, — If that is why he sometimes fails to 
achieve his target, it does sof fersen the logical gap in your 
original argument, If full direct knowledge of all causal 
complements on the part of the creator. ia also included as 
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qualifying the prabans, the example of the potter will be 
wanting inthe sédiya, Tt will not improve matters to regard 
the reason as а Arealassotireki, In that case, the qualifying 
adjunct added to the probans will not be called for, in the 
absence of a positive instance for corroboration, 


[fall that the causal argument is intended to establish 
i$ that there must be a cause for the existence af the world, 
it would just be establishing the established —as the Jivas 
themselves endowed with their own unseen merits may be 
regarded as the cause, If it isobjected that these Jivas have 
no foreknowledge of the causal complements, how then is 
the por-maker to pass the test ? 


Well then, says the objector: There must at least be 
a superintending Agent fadhisghdta) in such cases, And he 
i our Creator-Giod, — We say no, There is nothing to be 
done by an Adhi;fhàtr in regard to the aarsjes of the Jivas 
working on their own initiative. You cannot say someone is 
required to give the first impetus to the adrstar to move, But 
you forget the adysfer are not substances which require to be 
set in motion by an Adhisthata. Nor can the Adhigthata be 
required to generate some special excellence Гала} in the 
causal complementsthemselves. For adrija is not a substance 
but a guga according to the Logician and a guna according 
to him, cannot generate another guma or have it, Nor can 
this special excellence jandaya) in the causal complement 
be a supericnauaus power hitid, Such a Jatti is not admitted 
by the Logicians as à drapya. Nor can this ‘excellence’ be 
regarded as the timely co-ordination of the auxiliaries in 
the production of the effect at the right moment, For, the 
adritas themselves are capable of managing it, Nor can 
the excellence be identified with the production of the effect 
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itself as that is ingrained in the nature of the adritar them- 
selves, If you ask why then the adya does ge! produce the 
effect immediately after it comes into being, our answer 
would be that it is because of its being retarded by more 


powerful ones; 


That apart—how is the opponent so sure that the 
world [баба] ia a created product, at all? Il it is because 
it has came into being without having existed before Гарай 
bhacanam], that would be the same as saying it is a created 
thing —an effect and зо it would be tantological, Anyway, 
none of us has seen the oceans and mountains ol. the world 
coming into existence without having existed before: 


Well then, we will put it this way, All grasyas have 
to be accepted аз made up of parts. But what is meant by 
‘having parts’ [Is it having a “Samavayikdrana’, like the 
two potsherds which go to make the pot],—a substance 
inhering in the cause; or having a transforming cause? 
The 'Samaviyikü&rana' is ret admitted by the Logician's 
apponent, while transformation of the cause into the effect is 
gor admitted hy the Logician. Apart from that, how can an 
opponent whe does ns? concede that the world is a created 
substance ever grant the need for a cause of ita production ? 


Well then, let us say parts of the earth and other 
substances are actually produced, How else could one affirm 
the presence of a pot and its absence in space at the same 
time? But then, by the same token, one. will have to 
accept that space and time must also be productat, Orher- 
wise, how could the presence of a bird fying in one part of 


4, The difficulty is that the Logician has accepted Ahifdat- 
paficakam as ‘Nityadravyas’, 
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the sky апа its absence in another part be explained? — If 
it is because the relation of Samyaga [conjunction] can 
co-exist with the counterpositive of ita absence, in the game 
locua?, the same could be true of the presence and absence 
ofthe bird flying in different parts of the sky, 


The objector explains that it is possible to infer that 
the Earth and other substances are all created, аз they have 
parts, This can be established by the evidence of disjunc- 
tion and conjunction of parts by digging or applying saffi- 
cient impetus. for the parts to combine, We would ask— 
does it mean that the created substances having parts mean 
that these parts which constitute the substance are of the 
aime genus, amenable to such conjunction or disjunction ? 
If so, this requirement is not fulfilled in the ease of 
Рагатӣпия (sismi) which have their awn parts or sides 
intrinsic to them but are at the same time recognised as 
Nitvatadarthes, 

The inference to an unseen Creator-God on the grounds 
of created substances being held poised in mid-space are 
liable to алена from the point of view of the 
operation of the adrztas of Jivas themselves, 


PRATIPAKSANUMANA 


The causal argument itself can be challenged by a 
counter-argument that the earth and other substances are 
without a Creator as no such being is known to exist, as in 
the case of a creator of space. What we mean by saying 
that no such creator is known is that a universal Creator ia 
beyond the purview of human knowledge. — If ic is objected 
that this reason i$ inconclusive in as much as the happiness 


4. SUPT ars Ara ARA in technical phraseology. 
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of other people (that exists] ia not perceived by us, we can 
say it is open to inference. But we have seen that the 
Greator-God cannot be proved by inference. That makes 
the difference. Moreover, our counter-inference £/yd dias 
vikartrkam, amupalabüyamanakarirkaioa! gasenavai—can only 
be dislodged alter it is conclusively established by Inference 
that the world fas a creator, That cannot be established 
unless our counter-inferencte is first dislodged, That would 
involve an interdependence, 
PARISESANUMANA REFUTED 

The inferential establishment of Siva as the world- 
creator based on the elimination of other contenders has its 
own limitations, If such a Paridesinumana is claimed to 
he in conformity with the finding of the Sastra, it is 
manifestly untenable, as it has been shown that the Sástra 
is firm in restricting world-creatorship to the Supreme Being 
who is Vimu, On the other hand, if Siva’s authorship is 
to be established solely on the basis of Inference, without 
reference to the базга, such inferences will have to contend 
with eounter-inferences denying His authorship on the lines 
already indicated, 

Here a ticklish question may beraised (hy the Pürva- 
pakga}—What proof has the opponent of the existence of 
Siva whose authorship of the world he tries his best to dis- 
lodge, by his counter-inference ? The Siddhantin parries 
the question by turning it back on the Porvapaksin himself 
—as to how he himself is зо sure of Siva's existence whom 
he seeks to establish as the author of the world by a Pari- 
sesinumana, alter eliminating the claims of others, TF the 
answer is that the existence of Siva is taken on trust of 
popular beliel, the. same applies to the Siddhantin too. 
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A TECHNICAL OBJECTION TO THE FORM 
OF THE PRATIPAKSANUMANA OF 
THE SIDDHANTIN ANSWERED 


But how can the Saiva philosopher's eliminating infer- 
ence (Parisesinumana) be overthrown by the Siddhántin's 
Pratipaksánumana? For, the former runs: ‘the world’s 
causation /jagat-küranotsam] ia vested in Siva (бангу у, 
the other contenders to the title of world-creation having 
been eliminated. The counter-inference Pretiparsinemdna 
againat this will have naturally to establish the absence of 
the predicate /Sadkys) in the same subject (латна) аз of 
its rival, according to the definition of a Satpratipaksanu- 


mans. 


But the difficulty here is that the subject is not the 
same in the two inferences, In the Parisesanumdána it is 
Tagatküranatvam (world-ercatorship) which is the subject, 
while in the counter-inference, itis Siva who is the subject. 
On account of this discrepancy, the Siddhanta inference 
cannot be accepted as a proper Pratipaksanumina at all. 


Our answer to this is that ao long as the Pratipaksanu- 
mata is in principle, spirit and substance hostile to the 
Pariseginumüna it will have to be accepted as obstructing 
it, —which is what a Pratipaksinumana is intended to do, 
There is however no justification or utility in insisting on it 
asa hard and fast rule that the two inferences in their 
formulation must have the same subject (лали, her- 
wise, such cases of resultant opposition in substance 
(drthikapratipakea) which cannot be subsumed under Madha 
or other fallacies of reasoning, could se be treated as 
'Düsananumána" (refutatory) at all, if they cannot be 
accommodated even under the category of Satpatipakga, 


p 
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The further objection of the Pürvapakga that if for 
this reason the Parigesdnumana is to be thrown aut, there 
will be no scope for deducing the existence of a creator of 
the world from the fact of its being an effect pirra by 
way of Samünyasiddhi of the cauae from the effect and 
carrying it forward to a specific logical conclusion in terms 
of a particular person as the cause (Creator) —Sámanyarya 
tise ратура зна). 


But this is counting the chicken before they are hatched, 
For, we have already shown at some length the utter 
impossibility of proving by means of independent reasoning 
(ра ае атата) sa! based on Sruti, the existence of a sole 
Creator of the entire Universe on the assumption of the 
world being an effect (irse), on which the Pirvapaksin 
takes his stand, in trying to establish his contention: 
Jügatkaranatvam Sisanisphem, hy Parisesa 


That being so, the position of the Acirya: Anumarate 
anye ne Кайрат уйй (B S.B.) Parke jAäpayitum dallo лайна 
fathameana, stands unassailable, The Sütrakara's firm 
stand that the mature and identity of the TJagatküranam ia 
determinable oniy on the authority and sanction of the 
Sastra (Sd strayoniteat] thus stands fully vindicated, 


INCOMPETENCE OF INFERENCE TO PROVE 
THE EXISTENCE OF A GREATOR-GOD 


The Acirya next goes on to emphasise that Revelation 
(Srutis) also makes it clear that the First Cause of the world 
cannot be known thro’ inference, This is clear from texts 
like—"'One who knows not the Vedas cannot know that 
Great Being (7.8, ii 12.9.7), “The knowledge of 
Brahman can neither be brought about nor set aside by mere 
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reasoning [alone), (Kark Lp. 1.2.9), "Neither the sense- 
organs nor inference makes known the Supreme, The 
Vedas alone.can doso, So they are called Vedasti Pippa- 
idda Sruti) It follows from these texts that inference as such 
сап never prove the existence of the Author of the world— 
in a general way or in particular terms, The causal argu- 
ment is, by its very nature, inconclusive, 


Here, an objector may rejoin—‘"In trying to discredit 
the claims of inference to establish the existence of a Creator- 
God, one will have ta argue in some such manner as this— 
“God is of limited powers and intelligence, like any of us," 
But here, the question is hound to arise-—Is God made known 
to us by any definite means of proof or not? I the answer 
is ves, the proof of His existence will also be the. proof of 
Hisunlimited power and intelligence (by virtue af "*Dharmi- 
grühakapramüna'']. If His existence is mof. borne out by 
Pramanas, the inference will be vitiated by the fallacy of 
diraya-asiddi —as in the inference ‘the sky-flaweris frag- 
rant". How, then, can the Siddhanein declare that it is 
easy to establish that God has only a limited power and 
intelligence, like any other person (for argument’s sake) P 


In reply let us take the illustration of a garden whose 
Maker із not known to us, All the same, it must have had 
a Maker, Buthe cannot be taken to know everything about 
each one of the trees and plants in his garden in all their 
details and minuteness, their past and future history, Nor 
is it always true that only the Maker of a thing knows all 
about it. Also, the fact that a given thing is a product 
[kirya] may be competent to establish that it must have a 
creator, But that does not also ensure that He must be 
knowing all about it, It would be too much to assume for 

ж 
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the sake of simplicity that everything in the world is the 
creation of a single Maker (God), For, our counterpart, 
who prefers to be guided by the normal standards of the 
world in inferring the cause from the effect, should rather 
һе guided by observed facts and norms and should not be 
deterred by "gravity. of assumptions", where necessary, 
Чо far as the inferential process is concerned, the Maker of 
the garden and the Creator of the world are on a par and 
what applies to the one must apply to the other, Even a pūt- 
maker does not know everpthing about his handiwork—the 
origin of its material stuff and its composition, source, 
weight, measure, ete, and its future destiny. In any case, 
it must he quite beyond the scope af the inferential argu- 
ment tà establish that the Creator of the world is endowed 
with such auspicious attributes as being the Master of His 
Own Will and its fulfilment (хармаар), being without 
à physical body and organs fatarira) possessed of eternal 
knowledge, power and activity, [reedom from all pain апа 
sorrow and having eternal blissfulness, 


We are thus forced to conclude that unbridled reliance 
on mere Inference to prove the existence of supersensible 
realities is bound to lead to vagarious results and travesties 
of reasoning such as 

TELAT, qur sm ЕҢ up niegan | 

АТАП ч, qa: чи: сыт. Tiat wa || 
The Rationalist may, however, object—Is not all that going 
too far? Ifthe horse has horns they must be visible! By 
the same token, the Creator af the world should also be 
percelvable. It cannot be that He is not open to our per- 
ception. The horse's horns may also be so, But horns 
are tangible things with a shape and form and size; How 
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could they be invisible? Well then, the World-Creator too 
like a pot-maker should be having a body and be visible. 
Tt would be irrelevant to say the body of the maker is of 
no use in the act of creation, The Logician who relies on 
inference to prove the existence of God аз a Creator does 
not subscribe ta the Buddhist logician's view of causation in 
terms of antogenesis Zadutbstii). The body has therefore 
a part ta play. To admit a physical body would open the 
door ta limitations of power and understanding in respect 
of the Greator-Ged, 

For these and other reasons we have to conclude that 
it is only reasonings which are in conformity with the Sastra 
that can be admitted to be capable of establishing God's 
authorship of the world, The Tatparyalihgas of these texts 
auch as the commencement, conclusion and others come 
under the purview of Inference as they embody the requisite 
conditions of valid inference such as Vyüpti and the presence 
ofthe probans in the minor term, As the Sruti is apauru- 
seya (authorless), it is also valid in its own right (оба 
pramüms), It isthus the Sastra which is competent to deliver 
the goods and tell us aff about the nature and identity of 
the author of the world. 

REFUTATION ОР SANKARITE INTERPRETATION 
OF THE THIRD SOTERA! 

Sankara’s commentary explains the term *'Sastrayo- 
nitva’’ as being the author af the Sastre, This is unsatis- 
factory and irrelezan? to the context, Being the author of the 
— 1, M'sand J's criticisms here are directed against the frs! 
Vargaka of the Sūtra in S's Bhàsya. So far as we know he ia the 
only one who has offered two different interpretations of this 


Sütra, af which the second is common іо all the other comment- 
ators. 
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Süstra is not a {йг reason to accept Brahman as the 
Author of the Universe, asthe former is mat concomitant 
with the latter, There is no substance in the defence of 
Sankara that B's omniscience which is apparent from its 
definition as the Author of the world is augmented and 
placed in bald relief by the statement of its being the author 
ofthe Vedas, This is patently illogical as the Vedas therm- 
selves form par! of the much larger created world. It is 
difficult to ace how the amniscience of B. which is wef made 
clear by the creation of the utola cosmos teeming with count- 
less substances can be made manifest by B's being the author 
of only a small part of it—viz,, the Vedas ! 


Nor can we accept the further explanation that B's 
omniseicnce which has been pressed into service fin the 
second Sütra! to rule out the claims of Jada-Prakrti of the 
Sankhyva philosopher to be the cause of the world and 
ascribe such causality to Brahman alone, is now being 
substantiated in this Sitra, It would be an exercise in 
futility to do ao, For the Sankhya philosopher, who does 
nel at all recognise a Brahman ог its Jagatküragatva will 
be the last person to accept that B. is the author of the 
Vedas, Uf that point is to. established to his satisfaction or 
edification, on the authority of the Sruti, B.'s authorship 
ofthe universe could itself be straightway established on 
the same authority, without all this beating about the bush. 
Such a roundabout explanation would also make the 
Tksatyadhikarana and others in the Sütras, refuting the 
(Siinkhya)-Prakrti^s causality of the world redundant, 


In further defence of S, it has been suggested that it 
may appear that B.'s omniscience cannot be deduced from 
its authorship of the world as it is not the author of the 
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Vedas— which are siye funcreated), Hence, the necessity 
to establish B.'s authorship of the Vedas as Sgstrazya Fonik’, 


Ingenious as it is, this plea suffers from only one defect 
that the proposition that B, is the author of the Vedas is left 
severely alone in the Sūtra without @ subhorlng reason. which ts 
пишна cbe Me РР, 


eras) Жаашка, ту Бгл | 
ait SEERA STAPH || 


That із not all, A similar doubt may also arise in 
respect of Space Кал) and other entities, If their creation 
is going to be established in the Viyad-adhikarana, the 
present objection too about the Vedas (being nitya) can be 
set at rest on the same principle—which would render the 
present effort superfluous, 

The apprehension that B. cannot be accepted {о һе 
omniscient 1714 із set the author of the Vedas ia itself groune- 
less. ‘There is no unwritten Jaw that only a person who 
has created a thing can know all about it, 

Anyway, how does the authorship of the Vedas serve 
to establish B.'s omniscience? If the argument is that 
the author of a given work knows more than what is 
contained in it, as for example Panini, the author of the 
Ұузкагапа Sastra and as Brahman is the author of the Vedas 
which illuminate all things under the Sun and above it must 
certainly be deemed to omniscient, we would like to 


have a clarification : 


What exactly is meant by the statement that Brahman 














1. This objection has been. raised by Amalananda in his 
Aalpatars to steer clear of the objection against the irrelevance of 
substantiating D.'s omnisciente. 
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is the enter of the Fedai? Does this authorship consist in 
acquiring knowledge of various matters dealt with there 
from different sources of knowledge and clothing them in 
appropriate words at one’s unfettered will, or in just 
uttering the wordsolthe Vedas? In the first case, the Vedas 
would cease to be а Apauruseya (authorless], Tn the latter 
сазе Brahman's role would be just spelling out the words 
like a teacher teaching a class from a book, That will not 
confer omniscience on Brahman ! 


One more explanation has been offered (by the author 
of the FPafeapadita), The Vedas are superimposed on 
Brahman, the omniscient one, like the serpent on the rope. 
Brahinan becomes the object of the illusory appearance of 
the Sastra through its power af intelligence. — It is in this 
sense that the Veda (Bastra) is spoken of as the Vivarta of 
B.'s орна, 


On this view, the illustration of Panini and the 
Vyükarana байга given by Sankara in his commentary 
under the first Vargaka becomes out of place as the Vya- 
karapa Sütras are not certainly superimposed! on Panini {апа 
have survived him for centuries), Superimposition has 
therefore, nothing to do with omniscience, 


If the ultimate explanation is that the Veda or Sastra 
ig in essence the Firaritor distorted appearance of Brahman's 
native intelligence /Vifsdsasati] then all such appearances 
of Brahman as space and time should be found endowed 
with the power of illumination, By the same token the 
power of screening reality and projecting of false appear- 
ances attributed to Avidy& will have to be admitted to be 
really present in Brahman, Moreover, in this explanation 
of Sastra as the Vivarta of Brahman’s Vijfianadakti, the 
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power of functioning asan instrument of knowledge of 
things (Vijinatarane) inheres in the Vedas while that of 
its agency (Fijfünakartrisalakti] is vested in Brahman, How 
is this anamoly to be explained? And lastly, what evidence 
is there to sustain the proposition that a power or potency 
perceived in what is superimposed needs must be really 
existing in the substratum of the superimposed (if Brahman 
does really possess a йй найт). 


For these reasons the interpretation of Sártrayont given 
by Sankara as the first Varnaka on the Sütra has to be 
rejected as entirely misplaced, Our own interpretation of 
the Sütra as establishing that the nature and identity of the 
Jagatkdranam has to be known only through the Занга and 
cannot be known through Inference or be upset by the 
Agamaa of the other schools, thus stands fermé» extablished. 


4. SAMANVAYADHIKARANAM 
PÜRVAPAKSA 


Granting that the nature and identity of the author of 
the universe has to be determined only on the authority. of 
the S8stra (Vedas), we are still not yet out of the woads—as 
there is still room for over-pervasion of the definition given 
in 1.1.2, For the selfsame Sastra tends to represent Hara, 
Hiranyagarbha, Prakrti, Jivas and so on аз the cause of che 
universe in various texts, such as ““Hiranyagarbha alone 
existed in the beginning the Lord of all creatures! (RV, 
x,121,.1;, “Rudra alone existed, one without a second’? 
CT.S. 1,8,6.1),. All this has become manifested from 
Pradhana.'* [ i 


Such texta cannot be explained in terms. of Vignu 
(identified with the Sautra-Brahman by the Siddhantin, For, 
accredited persons гайдука have explained them in favor 
of Siva and other deities, No doubt there is the 
Sruti text which reads ‘All names enter and denote Him 
whom they call the Supreme Visnu” (Ehallaveya. Sruti]. 
But this merely shows that words like Siva, Hiranyagarbha 
and others have the power to denote Vignu. But that is 
net monet. Denotative power is nat everything, It ig the 
Talparya, the drift, tenor and import or intent behind 
these passages that is the final arbiter of what the passage 
is bent upon conveying. ‘This Tütparya cannot be deter- 
mined by the expressive power or expressed sense of the 
word alone. We have to go behind it in disputed cases to 
find out where the Tatparya lies, In the present case, 
accredited commentators of other schools have established 


the Tatparya in favor of the deities accepted by them as the 
250) 
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Supreme B. and identified them as the Jagat-karagam. 
Hence, its identity with Visnu upheld by the Siddhüntin 
cannot be accepted on account of the overpervasion of the 


Sutra definition, 
SIDDHANTA 


The fourth За Tat fu samaneays! refutes this objection 
and establishes Visnu as the theme of the Sastra, Here, 
the term ‘anvaya’ refers collectively to all the recognised 
marks of import (рагу крат) such as the commencement, 
conclusion, reiteration, novelty and во on and their coordi- 
nation with one another according to the exigencies of the 
context, The mutual coordination of the Tatparyalingas 
and its imperative necessity are indicated by the Асйгүа 
by using the term awaya (given in the Sütra as "ram-auodya" ) 
instead of the actual names of the ‘Tatparyalingas them- 
selves as Upakrama, Upasamhüra, and applying it (the 
term arraya} in its radical sense f yaugikarés] so às to bring 
to the forefront their distinctive role in determining the 
import (faiperya and the role of the accepted methodology 
of determining their relative strength im arriving at the 
intended import of the scriptural passages in question, ‘The 
importance of this methodology is indicated by the Acdrya 
with the help of the prefix ‘sam’ feeeaye) which refera to 
the technique of ascertainment of the relative atrength of 
the Tatparyalifigas (halibalasieara] applied to the entirety 
ef the Sastre [rom the point of view of the highest primary 
connotation of the terms, 

In other words, it is wef the mere surface meaning of 
the words of passages selected for Samanvaya [arid allied 
ones) or the interpretation of individual commentators 
which are competent to determine the import of the S&stra, 
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It is the prerogative of the Tatparyalifgas implemented 
with due regard to the canons of Sulgbalevicéra to do so. 
They are not liable to miscarriage, whereas the surface 
meanings or explanations by individual commentators (howe 
ever eminent] are liable to be swayed by their awn pet 
theories and predilections and are subject to miscarriage, 


As furnishing the basic ground, the Upakrama and 
other liñgas are the proper marks of import, The collective 
aingular form анвар! in the Sütra underlines their mutual 
consistency and unison in the overall setup of the envaya as 
it emerges finally after being put thro’ the process of 
Holabalavicdra, The prefix sam (in sam-anvaya) in the sense 
of "effectively" or "thorough alludes to the modus 
абакан hy which the apparent conflicts among the Tatparya- 
ligas such as upakrama and others akin to them such as 
Sruti, Litga | Vakya, Prakarana, Sthana, Samakhys) accepte 
ed by the Pūrva Mimamsa—-are to be resolved. This is to 
be done by determining their relative strength in accord- 
ance with the principles of flexibility (sdeekedatra) and 
inflexibility fxtravekatatea) of the meanings of the disputed 
words and phrases over-riding the weaker by the stronger, 
and/or accommodating the weaker ones in suitable figurative 
meanings and constructions, The whole gamut of this 
methodology has been succinctly compressed by the Sütra- 
kara by the pregnant prefix ‘ram’ whose significance as 
above has been so brilliantly brought out by the Асагуа in 
his own inimitable way by using two significant expressions 
Жануа bravicarite затта JB— 


a aree: P mp WU | 
eat versns, гор: Baer sri: || 
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The Ác&rya makes another point also under. 1.1.4 that 
the particle “sem ia to be repeated. anri] so as to admit 
ofan additional sense that the Supreme Being Visnu remains 
the highest subject matter of the entire рсе | in the fullest 
primary sense of all the names, epitheta and descriptions 
used in the Srutis including those addressed to minor gods 
under the names of Indra, Mitra, Varuna, Agni and so on. 
The concept of Visnu as the ONE SARVANAMAVAN in 
the Vedas, earlier dealt with by him, has a builtin device 
to tide over the objection of over-pervasion of definition in 
Sutra 1.1.2 in respect of the other gods. The Асагуа sets 
the seal of approval of the Sitrakira ta the doctrine of dual 
урш! of Mukhya and Paramamukhya (vrttis; in scriptual 
interpretation in keeping with the technique of Samanvaya 
worked out by the Sotrakara himsel! in the succeeding 
adhikaranas of this Adhyáva by his thoughtful repetition 
of the prefix ram (by aprii) here, to highlight the role of 
Paramamukhyavyttt in the overall Samanvaya of the entire 
range of Siistra, ій Brahman. 


The overall meaning of the Samanvaya Бога is— 
When the Sastra is thoroughly investigated with the help 
of the full complement of the Tatparyaliigas such as the 
upakrama (commencement) it will be conclusively established 
that the Supreme B. alone known as Visnu, the unlimited, 
(and not Siva or Hiranyagarbha or others) is the author of 
the genesis and other dispensations of the universe on the 
testimony of the єтїїгє of Sastras, derived froma thorough- 
going хеш nf their contents hased on their words and 


|. ун. is the modality theo’ which words refer to their 
meanings in various ways such as direct denotation аА, 
implication /leksana metaphor (gael) Rüdhi, Yoga, Yoga 
Bodhi, Аалу еі, St Аура Visarega—l.t. adh. 2) 
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their import ascertained by applying the wellknown Tal- 
paryalingas according to the principles of their relative 
strength (а аатта) laid down for such ascertainment. 


Another important point to be noted in this context is 
that being possessed of infinite auspicious attributes is the 
chief characteriatic of B, In establishing this on the 
authority of the Sastra, itis but proper that the entirety 
of the Sdatra, without any exception, must be taken into 
consideration. And this must be established only on the 
basis of the direct expressive power of the words of Sdatra. 
If secondary signification of words азар) ia resorted 
to, it will ae? be possible to conceive of В, asa Being of 
infinite perlections expressed by the particular words, 


Similarly, the presence of infinite perfections in В, 
cannot be expressed by a few statements alone of Sastra, If 
some more statements are called to aid, they too will be 
able to express only that much of attributes within their 
purview, Iris, therefore, neecssary to achieve the Sam- 
anvaya of infinite perfectians in B, by extending the scope 
of ‘anyaya’ to the entirety of Sastre (which is by hypothesis 
алал], (As the Samanvaya worked out in the Sülras is 
only illustrative and not exhaustive, Иоса not belie the 
fact of B.'s possessing infinite perfections.) 


On а point.of internal detail, one may raise the issue 
here, if it is at al! necessary to have the word ‘Tat’ read in 
this Stra, from the standpoint of the Acarya's own inter- 
pretation of it—as it could very well be understood fram 
the reference to B. in the second Sütra by the term Fat 
{жам у —""Irom whom). The antecedent of Yat—vix., 
B. can easily he taken over by акме with a slight jump 
[as of a frog), So, can it not be dispensed with in the 
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Sütra? Our answer із a definite No. It is to be noted 
that this word ‘Yar’ is immediately followed by the emphatic 
particle f signifying exclusion of game others As exclusion 
is of one thing from another, it will коё be clear which is 
excluded from which, without a clue, As the purpose of 
the present Sütra isto affirm that only the Supreme Brahman 
known as Vignu is the Jagatkdrana and wet Hara, Hiranya- 
garbha or others, the exclusion of their claims cannot be 
established unless it is said that (Tat)! "It (Brahman]) = Visnu 
із alow Iu) the Tagatkarana and mat any of them, For 
this purpose itis necessary to have the word Tat read in the 
аига, M would be otherwise needless to resort to алое 
fexcept for the purpose of rejection of the claims of other 
gocds|—as a syntactic connection can be established without 
it, between dt and semanvayaf in the Sūtra. [i cannot be 
said that such a construction would be purposeless, It can 
very well be taken to emphasise that only the process of 
Samanvaya will deliver the goods and not reliance on surface 
interpretation or the interpretations of any commentaries 
without authentic Sastrie credentials, So much meaning 
cannot he eked out of the term assays alone, as ita scope is 
limited ta upholding the competence ан айг, ufaxemÁg ra 
cte, in determining the Mabatatparya of Sastra, Hence, it 
li very necessary and purposcful to have the term Ta 
actually read as part of the Samanvaya Sūtra, 


AKHANDARTHA-SAMAN VAYA 


According ta Advaita Vada, the Samanvaya of Sástra 
predicated of Brahman is only in terms of a nebulous sug- 
gestion of an impartite essence of pure being —sireisera 
einmaéram', This stands rejected by our refutation of 


1. mn the face of it the particle sas means "in all its 
completeness", Tt ja thus difficult ta ste how the Nirvigesa 


ga NYAYASUDHA 


Akhandarthayada itself earlier and it will again be refuted 
hereafter in the next adhiterana, 


Thus it stands well established that the Supreme 
Brahman Narayana is alone the subject matter of the entire 
range of Sastra with all its syllables, words, phrases and 
passages, in their fullest primary connotation as the source 
and Author of the genesis, sustenance, development, dis- 
solution, eic, of the world of matter and souls, 


— 


Brahman of Advaita can possibly be the subject of any ansaya 
which means synact ic correlation af words (o солому а judgement, Neither 
such анаара пог ita completeness is thus possible with reference 
to а mere abstraction such as the INirvisega-B. 
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It was established in the previous adhikarana that the 
кїїгє Банга refers to В, only on the basis of the direct 
expressive power ofits words in their highest plenary etymal« 
ogical connotations, The present adhikarana gota Into 
some fresh objections which may be raised against this 
position from the point of view of certain Sruti texts which 
describe B, as transcending all speech and thought!, 

Objection—The nature of Brahman as made out by 
the Srutis and Smrtis is that it is beyond the reach of 
thought and expression, ‘‘It is inaccessible to speech and 
touch’? (Mutha, Up, 1.3.15), "Speech turns away from it 
without reaching, along with the mind’? (Taitt, Cp; 11,9), 
“Where words are powerless to operate" [Bldg } 





1, Such deacriptions were liable to à misconstruction not 
only of Agnosticism but of providing the basis for looking upon 
the Upanisadic Brahman as absolutely Nirvisega for that very 
reason. In fact, the Advaitic school of Sankara seized this 
opportunity to build up an elaborate and intricate theory of B.'s 
Mirvióesatva on this foundation and worked out an elaborate 
theory of non-relational, non-partitive judgements Fakhangartha] 
of both its identity texts (Aikya-Prutis) and definitive statements 
of B, such as габат jéduam, S,"s bhásya itself has left this problem 
vagui At the hands of his subsequent followers like Padmapida 
and the Vivaragakára, and dialecticians like Virnuktitman aud 
Citsukha an elaborate, intricate methodology (Prerrivd) was 
developed about this topic. In bringing his critical exposition 
of the Sástras up to date and abreast of his times, the Acirya has 
been obliged to take note of these developments and deal with 
them, There is nothing anachronistic therefore in his move. 
As the Nirnayaka Занга, the Bütras have the internal dynamics 
to deal with all possible ramifications in the history of thought, 
Read— 

затта] gan waar (8 wae: (AV. 11.1.1) 
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Direct verbal reference ta à suhject is possible only 
if it is a substance or attribute, an Activity or a genus, 
Brahman is neither a substance nor is associated with any 
attribute, genus or activity?,—as it has been described 
in the Upanisada as unattached, attributeless, partless, 
non-active and quiescent’? (Suet, Lip vi.18), How could 
such a Being he verbally expressible? Ite being revealed 
by the Upanisads can be explained on the basis of Lakja- 
advert! and it does sol call for expressibility by words 
actually, Therefore, it cannot be asserted that itis known 
thro’ Sastras by means of direct verbal connotation, 


Another objection is—Brahman cannot be the subject 
matter of the entirety of the Sastras, which are boundless. 
There is no means of ascertaining Brahman's true nature 
except thro’ the marks of import (рама адаг. Though 
we may somehow be able to understand that shed mack of 
the Sastra which we have atudied deals with Brahman, 
there is no way of affirming that the same is the ease with 
the reat of it, which we have sot studied, And the Süstra 
itself says it is unlimited in extent (amamia) It would thus 
be physically impossible for us to dive into this infinite ocean 
of байга, even in thousands and thousands of aeons, Te 
would also be useless to know that Brahman is the subject 
matter of only a small part of the Saatra. That would leave 
room for genuine doubts that the rest of it we have not 
known may have a different tale to tell, As one and the 


2. Bee Baskara's bhdsya on Srk, Up, 11,3,6 


айя. er Bads ara ЯГ, aed ат, ripe, rr, ЕЕ 
fi нч май, а чач] Г, riti] ийй, ай a [ЧН ча 
ча fari П 
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same thing cannot have two alternative natures, the doubt 
is hound to persist as to what exactly is the true position, 
Hence, it cannot be maintained that Brahman is established 
in tie entirety of Süstra, as a Being endowed with infinite 
perfections and asthe author of the universe on the basis 
af the validity. of the entirety of the Sastras?. 


These two objections are met by the Sütrakara in the 
present adhikarana, beginning with the Sütra Грег na 
абаат The term Dati: refers to the root-form (Ау to 
perceive]. As the bare root-form without any indication of 
the relation in which its meaning is used in the present 
context, it cannot be adduced ая а sufficient reason in 
establishing Brahman's expressibility, That will have to 
be settled first, From the wording of the Wigayavakya 
(Praga Up, V. 5) it is evident that it stands for knowledge 
of Brahman to be attained thro’ Upadesa finstrvetion), Such 
knowledge must of course be related to Brahman, This 
relation cannot be unrelated to Brahman itself or be one of 
its own agency or instrumentality as they are not in accord 
with the Vigayavükya relied upon by the Siddhinutin, 
which speaks of Brahman as the object of perception, with 
the help of сиба а-да, Otherwise, there will be no 
logical difficulty in suppesing that Brahman is the agent of 
itjanem which would however make the probans discre- 
pant. It has therefore to be concluded that it is 
Braliman's daing the abject of the act of perception by another 
(viz. the Jiva) that is intended as the probans in support 
of Brahman's expressibility, Hence the Acárya's pronounce- 
ment Fegant yateád әйсуат ера, {in his Sūtra Bhüsya] 


3, This objection is met by the Sütra Gatirémdaydt (1.1.10) 
:Е 
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The subject of the proposition ‘Tad? meaning 
Brahman, follows by антен from the previous Sntra, 
“А-вардат means that which is sod expressible by words, 
or has no word to express it, Read with the negative 
particle (54) in the Sūtra, d-Iabdüm means '* Brahman js not 
Inexpressible that is to say it is expressible, The double 
negative in which the predicate is couched is an unmistake 
able indication that special emphasis is sought to be laid 
on the point that Brahman is, indeed, directly expressible 
by the words of the Sastra, All the зате, it may be asked 
where is the need to emphasise this point? It is because 
the Sfitras of the Brahma Mimamsa Saatra are intended to 
settle the truth about Brahman, Ап authoritative finding 
about the truth is possible only by establishing the weak- 
ness and inconsistencies of the rival positions and not 
merely by carrying out one part of the task of * Tattva- 
nirpaya * which, according to the canons of Logic, must be 
based on an incisive examination of the pres and cons of 
the issue (yaya Sitra d, 1, 41). So when special emphasis 
comes to be laid on the point that Brahman ia not inexpresz- 
tite, both the objectives of establishing Brahman's expresa- 
ibility by words and the rejection of the contention that it is 
iiexpressible (азата) are achieved at one sttoke, in the light 
of the Sruti and the force of its meaning. The probans of 
" being perceived ’’ (thro’ apadela] is obviously intended 
to establish both these points, Thua from the double 
negative the conclusion would emerge, accordingly, If 
the predication had been onesided, in terms of expressibility, 
the rival view will 0 have been refuted and there is no 
other Sütra ta do so, Hence, this method of establishing 
Brahmans фаронса and making it incontrovertible by 
means of an implicit refutation of the opposite view ir as ig 
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shouid be and speaks volumes-of the Sutrakara's alertness 
and thoroughness, even within the circumscribed limits of 
the cipaksarateam of the Sütra form of writing. The same 
intention is ta be seen in similar instances in. the Sütras 
(such as in the wording of 1, 1,8 ; 112,5 j 111,2. 19]. 


To sum up—Brahman must necessarily be accepted aa 
expressible by words, because it is the object of the Jiva’s 
direct perception attained thro’ spwdesajminal as stated in 
the Sruti (лёва Up. V. 5) Abmanyevdimanam paier (BFR. 
Up, iv. 4.23), 


One may question — What is the loss to philosophy if 
Brahman were essentially inexpressible by Sástra? The 
answer is simple—If so, Brahman will not be open to our 
knowledge and in the absence of Brahmajfiana, there will 
be no prospect of Mokga and the Sastra will become 
sterile. 


It cannot be contended that there is no logical 
relation of pervader and pervaded between. expressibility 
and knowability. In the absence of the pervader the 
pervaded cannot be there. Further knowability through 
perception, inference and Agama or their semblance may 
be more pervasive while expressibility limited by the opera- 
tion of words may be less so, 


We differ, It must be remembered here that this 
knowledge of Brahman enjoined in the Sastra ia for the 
attainment of release from Samsara (Swer. Up, 1.11) which 
cannot be brought about by semblance of Pramánas, In 
that case, it will be a delusion and a delusion can never 


4, Which iz necessarily to be obtained thre’ the spoken 
words of the Guru, 
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destroy Avidya, which is the root cause of Samsara. Nor 
can sense-perception or inference by itself be competent to 
do so, as it haa jest been established in the third Sütra that 
true knowledge of Brahman can be had eriy from the 
Sastra (Siistrayaniteat) .* 

So then, there being no cther way out, if Brahman 
were net even expressible dy words of the Sastra, it will 
cease to be knowable at all, (рангот na ieacenana legge 
qain—-as the Асагуа has put. itin his Bay sa, во tellingly}. 
That should settle the matter once for all and clear the 
ground of the cobwebs which stand in the way of Brahman's 
exprestibility by the words of Bastra f'rücyateam j, 


Though there may be no way of establishing thro’ 
positive concomitance that whatever is perceivable but is 
yet in the absence of any other alternative Pramana of its 
existence, ig not inexpressible by words—as all existent 
things are expressible,5 we can think of a Vyatirekavyapti 
support. It is easy enough to establish a genearl con- 
comitanee too thac whatever is not subject to any case- 
relation of agency, objectivity, instrumentality and so on, 
cannot also be the object of any act." 

lt may still be contended that even granting that 
Brahmajfiana cannot be produced hy semblance of proofs 
or by Pratyaksa or Anumana proper, still knowledge of 
Brahman can still be had from Sabda thro* the operation 


5. CE, aeania sur (5,858,113) 

6. ssp sepa] q« req | чш unii ger erag- 
dama Tale | МУР) 

7. wp mper: aaar paris: aur aR ard 
ay eaaa | (UNS) 
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af Letiandortti in the absence of direct expressibility (by 
PasamaeriH], — Hence, the Sicddhantin’s probans—tisant- 
ула vscyam eoa is a gratuitous assumption. 

The Acarya rebuta this by drawing attention to the 
underlying weakness of this argument, 

Т ГР | 
mera ЇЧ xu P FR таа геч || 

Lakganiyatva or suggestibility of the thing in question 
by secondary significative power of a word in the uer 
absence of the exprerristity of its primary sense by some other 
accepted term is nowhere seen in our experience. For this 
reason, Brahman cannot be taken to be Lats ya in the utter 
absence of its being expressible by any other word whatso- 
ever, Our experience shows that in all cases of Гата 
(as Gahgaydm гога) (the hut in the Ganga), the bank of 
the river suggested by the word 'Gang&' is, at the same 
time, expressible by the word for it—viz, ‘Ara’ (the 
һап}. 

The objector persists—What is wrong if I take the 
stand that what is inexpressible by any word whatsoever is 
still suggestible (/skr ya) T The reply is that it would lead to 
an endless regression of 'Láksagds', Just aec—A Lüksa- 
nikagabda [suggesting word) does not, as soon as it is 
heard, put us in mind of the other thing contemplated, 





quim бейорай isto convey the distinction of the hut on account of 
its situation on the bank of the holy river and its holy waters. 
This special distinction of the hut could not be conveyed by the 
plain statement that the hut is on the bank of the Ganga—so 
тунал у. Hence, the Laksapa-prayoga This із called Sapra- 
yajfana-Laktrand. 
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Just then it has no idea that the word in question has any 
other meaning than its expressed sense, So it first calls up 
the expressed sense and when it finds it unsuitable it turns 
to the nearest compatible sense La suit; the occasion, — This 
is Laktaga ; 

gemini emp seres ТА]. | 


sls eee ep жы | 

UM asimata-Adeya Prakasa ii, 9) 
It is the realisation of the incompatibility of the 
expressed sense in the present case that enables one to 
abandon the primary meaning and go in for the secondary. 
The point here is that the Laky yepadartha viz, the ' benk ' 
should be freon by itt own primary name (Hra) and should be 
connected with the primary sense of. the likcantkasabde (suggest- 
ing word—Oangaü in the present instance), In other 
words, Laksana cannot bring to the mind any unknown thing 
or unknowable thing such as the tortoise's halr—nor the 
“bank” connected with some other thing than the contexte 
ually given one, This should make it clear that if 
Brahman is to be suggested by any word in the Sastra 
(Vedas) its prior presentation to thought and knowledge by 
the proper word denoting it sus de eemceded, That will 
make Brahman already expressed by its legitimate Vacaka- 
sabda. But the crucial point here is that in respect of 
Brahman its presentation to thought by Pratyaksa or 
Anumana being out of the question, as it is knowable only 
through Sástra; according to the acceptance of aff Vedandins 
and the Әйігак га (1,1.3,.) its Vücyatva will hare to de 

accepied willy-nilly, 
So when a Lükzant&asaóga ia employed and when one 
realises the unsuitability of the expressed sense and wishes 
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to find out what the other thing is, which is to be suggested, 
some appropriate werd denoting that thing im question will 
have fo be pinpointed. If that name or word is aise ta be 
treated as Laksanika, the question will have to be repeated 
till a categorical answer is wrested. Otherwise, there will be 
a stalemate, as each subsequent Laksana in the seriea will 
have to fall back upon à predecessor, It із only when the 
suggested sense із expressed by its own proper and legiti- 
mate word of denofation that the regression will be terminated 
and the inquirer will be satisfied and accept the акзат, 


The objection, that a similar regression would have 
to be faced by the Siddhantin also in establishing the 
Sangatl (referential mechanism) of Vacyardcabalbhavs- авй 
(power of denotation) as between Brahman and the word 
for it, is met in the Abhimanyadhikarapa.? (II-1-6-7] 


9, The question discussed there is this, We meet with 
texts like © Mud spoke, waters spoke" (Satapatha Вг. 6,1,8,2.4) 
in the Scutls, The Sütrakára explains that these texts refer to 
certain presiding deities of mud, water and so on and лоў to the 
insentient substances as such, But adifficulty arises here. The 
existence of these gods themselves and the power of these terns 
to denote them are equally beyond perceptual evidence. Unless 
the existence of the deities is first known, the power of the words 
to denote them cannot be established, That very power cannot 
be known before, In answer to this the Acdrya has explained : 

тйк aa agra: тат | 
In respect of entities established solely on the authority of 
Sastra, the acceptance of the power of expressing them devolves 
onthe appropriate words associated with them and fons fram 
the authority of the Srutis themselves, Hence, there is ло difficulty 
for the Siddhantin to explain the power of expressiveness of the 
worda to denote Brahman as both are established by the Базга 
itself and there is no need to resort to Lakgana for this purpose, 
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The Ácarya now disposes of another argument in 
support of the possibility of awggession in the complete absence 
of expresribilits. The objection is— experience shows that 
there are. distinctive shades in the sweetness of апдагсапа, 
Јадрегу, milk, honey, etc, But these are nat expressible 
by any particular words. They are however found to be 
suggested, Otherwise, they cannot be referred to in verbal 
communications at all, So there is no difficulty in main- 
taining that there con be азата in the absence of expressibility, 
The impossibility of naming the different shades of sweet- 
ness of sweet things has been strikingly put by the paet— 

кайт weaned нд, | 

АУД a aaea maei ТЕЧ || 

(Dandin 1 Ageyadaria i, 102) 

Ho there is no harm in concluding that just as the distinct- 
ive shades of sweetness are suggestible by virtue of their 
being known to be different, though they have no specific 
terms to denote them, so too, though unexpressed by any 
word Brahman can be suggested, as it is known ta exist by 
virtue of its self-luminosity, 


The Асагуа rebuts this position by pointing out that 
the distinctive shades of sweetness of sugar-cane, milk, etc, 
are aito exprested by such terms as ** distinctive sweeties, 
But how can that be? Are not terms like ‘* distinctive 
sweetness '' general terms ? What if ? You cannot say 
that because the word 'gauh' in the Sanskrit language 
із а general term having many meanings it does no! denote 
anything in particular, Ifthe term ** distinctive shade of 
sweetness ' (maddkurya-vifesa) cannot denote anything in 
particular, neither can it be able to suggest anything in 
particular, as all Лоар has to operate on the basis of the 
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expressed sense, But denotation ts an attribute of a single 
specific word while ‘* distinctive shade of sweetness "isa 
compound or à common term, set a single word buta 
sentence in itself (raya) as it is made up of more than one 
word ! The objection is overruled by grammatical sanction, 
The Vyakaraga Sdstra has it that а compound conveying 
an integrated meaning and bearing a single accent is to 
be treated as a single word (uikapadram;,19 ‘Technical con- 
sideration apart, the Асагуа points out with his wide 
knowledge of various branches of scientilic literature of his 
days that the culinary science has distinctive terms to 
denote the dillerent shades of sweetness of milk, ghee, ete. 


(ert Їн ERARA т, | 
гин matat тагача || ° (аааз 


Experts and connoisseurs of Musical science have 
given currency to different distinctive terms such ая insti, 
жата, Jati, ripa to various sod systema which the layman 
cannot comprehend, So why should there not te distinctive 
terms expressing the distinctive shades of sweetness of 
things in the science devoted to the subject E We shall 
therefore dismiss the poet's exaggerated dig at Sarasvati 
as beneath notice, As for the contention that as a self- 
established, self-luminous being, Brahman can be suggested, 
without involving expressibility by words, it shall be dealt 
with Later, t! 

There i$ another possible ohjection— some scholars 


recognise that in statements such as ‘‘ there are five fruits 
on the bank of the river " , the overall sense of the sentence 








го. бачае FATA | 
I1. See under: af aa. жїїт | ГАР) 
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is Lots уа by extension of significance of the terms nadi and 
others used therein, Kumarila Bhana himself has held 
that the words in a sentence have the capacity to convey 
the sense of the whole by Zatzana,!?  Advaiting hold that 
Brahman is the sense conveyed hy the entire Vakya and not 
ofany particular word therein. So, as in the сазе of 
statements in common currency, Brahman made known 
thro’ Sástra can as well be Laksya even in the absence 
ofits not being expressible by words, 


The Ácürya answers these objections as follows: If 
the term Fakyürtha doce not express the overall sense of the 
Fakya, there must be some other to do so, Tt is not our 
contention that the same word that operates asthe fakieka 
(conveyor of Лайтай) should express the thing suggested, 
Our position is that it is only when a given thing is 
expressed and is expressible by a particular word that it 
can be dative (suggested) by some (other) word. This is only 
conceding a point to one who maintains that the Vakyartha 
is suggested (Lakaya) by the words which constitute: the 
sentence, As we have already set forth Anvitibhidhama- 
vada, it will be evident that the words themselves in mutual 
co-ordination governed by the principles of ДЕ, 
Sannidh? and Удаа express the total sense, The opponent's 
argument here that Brahman is presented in the definitive 
statements such as Satyam Jaanam Алана not by any of the 
particular words of the sentence but only as the gist of the 
whole sentence is unsustainable, as mo synthesis or inter- 
connection of Brahman with the attributes predicated in 
the sentence is admitted in their expressed senses. His 


12, я Peale ата smear Чате a | 
aai жаянтї fe erst «т: ferar: || 








IKESATYADHIKARANAM 260 


position that the entire definitive statement jato be inter- 
preted as an impartite; colorless and nebulous non-partitive 
judgment (Akhapdarthe) has already been refuted {їп the 
Janmadhikarana), 


The Advaitavadin comes up with another argument 
here—Your attempt to establish Brahmana expressibility 
on the basis of its being an object of Jiiina is doomed ta 
disappointment as it is opposed to the statement of the 
druti—'" From which (Brahman) words recede and turn 
back! (Тай. Up, 11.09) The reducto. ad abrurdums flaunted 
by you against us, also shares the same fate, 


We answer-—You are counting the chicken before they 
are hatched, It may be as you 3ay — if Brahman’s Avacyatoa 
(inexpressibility) is really the aubstanee of the Srutis, But 
thereisa big ‘if’? in the case! Tf the Bruti Yate pace 
tbartante is to be so interpreted, it will involve the Sruti 
itself in а sel(-contradiction of its own act. Just sce— This 
gruti has first ef all to refer to Brahman by the term fat 
(‘which *) and then predicate inexpreasibility of it, Others 
wise, the inexpressibility predicated тау, for all that we 
know, be of any X, Y or Z (and no! necessari) af лайна), 
Ma sensible person would offer such ап interpretation — 
bordering on the confession '* T am dumb". 


Well, then, it may be retorted— There may be self- 
contradiction of predication if one expressly refers to 
Brahman by the word Yar or the like and declares it to be 
inexpressible in the same breath. Our view is that 
Brahman is only suggested eren by the word fat (Fatal) and 
the like, Where then із the selfcontradictory act on the 
part of the Sruti ? 
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The Асӣгуа rejoins— 
a ЧЕТ git sent diss | 

such equivocations with truth cannot carry you far: For 
even while positing that Brahman is Lets уа you will have 
to concede that it is expressible by fat very word by which 
it is said to be faksya, where is the harm, if it is also 
expressible hy some other word such as ‘Brahman’ itself? 
IF you maintain the impossible position that * Hrahman’ is 
only suggested (but not expressed) even by the suggesting 
word (агаа бабе, the question will again be repeated— 
which is it that is suggested—Aim dad lakryem) which 
demands in answer a term which will have to refer directly 
(by expression) to the Being in question, instead of evading 
the јави by reverting ta the same device of Лабу, If 
you answer that whatever words are employed with 
reference to Brahman it is all through Laksana, it is 
misunderstanding the point underlying our question. We 
arc not interested’ in your modu; operandi of evading the 
nemesi of regression of Lakgana so that you can get away 
with the “open sesame’ of Так апа, The crux of the 
problem raised by us is this: Since all Laksani presupposes 
the apprehension of the Laksya beforehand and as there is 
no means of apprehending Brahman (which is recognised 
tobe Аибат and Sartraikeramadhi gamya by all Vediüntins) 
except thro’ Sastra, which is a body of words (аёаа) and 
if the said scriptural medium too should be subjected to 
Laksana there will be a deadlock at the very source or 
starting point, For these reasons the Advaita interpret- 
ation of the Bruti Vato vaca weertente and others is to be 
dismissed as inappropriate. We shall put forward the 
correct and self-consistent interpretation of these Srutis 
later. 
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The tall order that all words used in the Srutis with 
reference to Brahman are to be treated as having only a 
secondary significance— (Клара) ia an insult to the андин 
огр of ihe Srufis and their self-validity and least 
complinentary.to those who claim to respect the Srutis and 
regard themselves a8 well-trained in the canons of inter- 
pretation, 

The opponent retorts —There is nothing inherently 
improper in going in for secondary meanings by setting 
aside the primary senses, — If that were so, there will be no 
case for having recourse to. Laksana in such instances aa 
Gangdvyam ghoyah and in the Satralyaga) "Kundapáyinàm 
ayanam " where it is read. “one shall perform ‘Agnihotra 
rite’ for a month", There will be no possibility of adapting 
a secondary meaning here of the words ‘Ganga’ and ‘Agnt- 
hotra?,'4 Te will be inexcusable only where the primary 
sense is quite in order. The primary sense of words 
comes ta mind in the first instance by grasping the express- 
ive power of words in respect of their referrents, It would 
of course be improper to prefer a secondary mode of 
interpretation by overstepping what comes first, without 
sullicient reason, Where there is impediment to the 
primary sense, it would be ridiculous to hang on to it, 
Everyone knows that it would be a mistake to opt for the 
primary sense in such instances as Gangaydm ровар *"Deva- 
datta is alion’*. In the case of Brahman also there is a 
similar impediment in accepting the primary sense—tliat 
the Supreme Brahman is the cause and Author of the world 


13. araia zesg  dphsfintaase: | apa ahis 


maa aami Ший ЧА гатая ягага fiut я 
mar sarar (Midyadhiga) занат ан | (VSP) 
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in the primary sense, Soa how do you say our resort to 
Lakganikartha is improper Р 

The Acdrya answers: The principles of interpretation 
you have upheld are unexceptionable, ‘The only point you 
miss is that in the present issue also there is no bar to the 
acceptance of the primary sense of the definition of 
Brahman as Jagatkarapam. The Srutis which you have 
cited as impediments have already been shown to be power- 
less to catablish Brahman as Nirguna and Nirvidega (and on 
that account not to be considered as Jagatkarapam). 


THE TWO-TIER-BRAHMAN THEORY 


Here some schoolmen predicate that there are two 
Brahmans!—'The Nirguga and the Saguna, One without 
any attribute or characteristic whatsoever and the other 
with infinite attributes, 


The Nirguna ig all perfect, eternal, immaculate, of 
the very essence of consciousness fully realised and ever 
free, ‘That same one suffused and variegated by Maya 
becomes full of sovereignty and other attributes and is 
designated as Saguna. Аз this Maya itself is of indescrib- 
able nature, the variegation of the Nirguna by the deliri- 
tation of Maya and becoming Saguna is asf a reality, So 
the Nirguoa remains unaffected and unchanged, — It is this 
Baguna-B which has been spoken of аз (ће object of per- 
ception by the Adhikari-Jiva in such Srutis as Pardtparave 
purse iktele (im the Sruti quoted by the Siddhantin). 
So then, ff parceivability of Brahman without its express- 
ibility is untenable, let the Saguna Brahman be ЖЫ ЫНЫ 


ji 14, ОГ, Ret fi aa или, qunit f (5,В5В, 1-1-11) 
а жЕ amn чедтё Ala! amm. &\5.В5В, IV-1-14) 
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and accepted as expressible, We have no abjection to 
that. But it can never be that the Nirguga Brahman is 
the vacra and the iktaniya, There is no proof of the 
Nirguna Brahman being the one to be perceived (наа). 
There is nothing to prove that the description in terms af 
its being Pardifaram іа itself a pointer to its being the 
Nirguna, Nor can it be held that the Nirgaga must be 
accepted as racya (expressible by words) on the basis of the 
druti— ЧАШ the Vedas praise His transcendental nature", 
That ruti can be construed as saying that all the Vedas 
which have grasped their expressive relation to B, colored 
by Maya, alude tothe Nirguga B by means of secondary 
signification (Газа), There is no flaw in accepting what 
is essentially inexpressible to be suggestible by Laksana, 
Laksand can operate in regard to the MNirguna-B., as 
ite existence is generally known. Indeed, by the very 
circumstance of the Saguna being apparent to knowledge, 
the Nirguna can be posited as self-evident, in во Far аз it 
is the true being beting the Барша and the ‘self? of all, 
It cannot be said that it is exactly what constitutes perceive 
ability—which will be adequate to establish its expressi- 
bility. Perceivability (adpfyateam) consists in !rameyalpam 15 
or being manifested through a transformation of the 
mindstuff ори). But the sel-luminous Nirguna-B is nef 
"Prameya'* im Mir sense, 


REFUTATION OF TWO-TIER THEORY 
OF BRAHMAN 


These labored explanations are refuted by the 
Sitrakjira in the next Sutra Gaugaleen na dtmasabdit, 














15. saraaa ЧИЯ. | 
NS 18 
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The term “‘atma’? in the afitra includes others as well 
such as ‘Brahma’ and ‘Puruga’ which are found in the Srutis 
to be applied to the Being that is to be "'perceived"' 
(tkeantyay by the seeker of Moksa, As these terms express 
the idea of the Infinite One they are unmistakable pointers 
to the ""Nirguna". 


Granting that words like Atman express the sense of 
infinitude, what is wrong in holding that in contexts where 
terms like Atman are used with reference to what is perceiv- 
able and expressible they are to be accepted аз referring 
only to the Saguna Brahman ? 


This defence is struck down by the next Stra Taiti- 
nisthasya moksopadesat (1.1.7). This restriction is untenable, 
For, we find that the seeker steadily devoted to the Atman 
who ts регеа е fdpiya) attains Moksa, in such texts as 
"the earnest secker who has realised the omniscient 
‘Atman’ who has entered the recesses of the cave of the 
heart in the human body, reaches fulfilment and attains 
the abode of that Supreme Brahman” (Вел, Up, IV-4-13), 
"Phe knower of Atman? crosses all sorrows of Пе," 
(Chan. Up, vii, 1.3) 

Surely, it does not stand to reason that Mokga is attained 
by contemplating the Gauna-Atman the "Sa-guna", The 
soundness of the probans Герое and its competence to 
establish the predicate has already been made clear thro’ 
the terms of Visayavükya of the Opening Sütra, We are 
therefore constrained to point out that the opponent who 
has made auch Herculean effort to set up a duplicate Prahman 
refracted by an indescribable Ajnüna called Miya and 
holding it up as the опе openly spelt out by all the words 
of scriptore and claims that another Original Brahman 
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which is pure, all-knowing and all-powerful and Infinite is 
etat the best only nebulously sugserted! by the spirit and letter 
of the Vedas is, to say the least, guilty of setting the 
Sastra at nought. Having on his own initiative act the 
Suddha-Brahman made known to us by the S8stra at 
nought, at the very first blush, how can the opponent 
contend that the Suddha-Brahman is at all conceivable in 
order to be augpestible t 


The opponent himself concedes that the words Atman, 
Brahman and so on are capable of conveying the infinitude 
of Atman or Brahman, its omniscience etc. є Having 
accepted so much, how can he say that the infinite is 
turned into the finite (бариа) by being colored and 
limited by M&y& ? The Ácarya raises the crucial question 
xu пуча aH: qui реча asp? How can the Nirguga 
Brahman delimited by Maya be still regarded as Infinite P 
As the knowledge of the Gauga-Brahman cannot lead to 
Moksa аз ia clear from the verdict of the Srutis quoted, the 
opponent is actually guilty of setting at nought the spirit 
and letter of the Sastra (Srutehina) and substituting some 
thing ele in their place—in the guise of a duplicate Maya- 
jobale-Brakman, Such reckless defiance of the rights of the 
Suddha-Brabman who is the subject matter of the entire 
Базга as affirmed by the Sutrakara (1-1-3 and 1-1-1) 
richly qualifies the opponent for the fate which the Sruti 
has reserved for those whom they have called destroyers of 
the Paramatman ; atmakeno janah, (fsa Cp, 3) 


The next Sūtra — Jeysisa-spacendres unequivocally 
establishes that words like Atman used with reference to 
the Being that is perceived fdyiya), is not necessarily the 
Gauna or Saguna Brahman, with another supporting reason, 

+ 
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The opponent who insists that only the Gauna-Atmá or the 
Saguna Brahman can be the object of perception is sure to 
encounter a formidable obstacle to his pet theory in the 
wording of the Sruti— 


afens wl: ufui arate ЯЯ: we mia als | 
Ere SAT STEHT For ягч йи || 
(Mund Off, ii, 2,5) 

This Sruti aska the seekers to keep away from all other 
talk and endeavor to know the Atman alone, the 
bridge of immortality (Moksa), It exhorts us to make an 
all-out effort to know the Aunan ‘Чо secure release", 
The words "Анор Ahat Aiman alons to all intents and 
purposes affirm that the Atman is knowable. The Ácárya 
explains that the imperative form of the verb ja@natha 
leaves no room for doubt that the Atman із knowable 
тд. As such knowledge is also the means of moksa 
fampiatea!, which according to the opponent also can be 
achieved only by knowing the Sudda-Brahman, the 
contention falls to the ground that the term Atman, where 
itis applied toa атра [object to be perceived) refers 
only to the Saguna and never to the “Nirgua”, 


The ата Jfepelea-avacandece — establishes unedqui- 
vocally that words like Atman used in the Upanisads with 
reference to the Being to be perceived for the attainment 
of Мока is vet and cannot be the Gauna or the Saguna 
Brahman, for one more supporting reason. adduced with a 
double negative, as before. The Visayavakya quoted by 
the Acdrya is from Afungaka: Upantiad— 


Tam ера cham farala Afmdnam 
Anya vdeo vunncatha с н үйүн selik 
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“Know that Atman alone. Leave off all other talk, Не 
is the bridge of immortality”, Here the emphasis js on 
knowing the Atman and discarding all other talk. If the 
Sagupa-Brahman isto be known and meditated upon for the 
time being at the empirical stage and discarded in favor of 
the Nirguna at a subsequent stage, it would mean the 
Saguna is "Aera " fit to be discarded, That will contradict 
the clear pronouncement in the Sütra that "there is no 
reference to its having to be discarded". (Aeyatpa-asacendt). 
The first half of the text says the Átman has to be known 
and perceived and while calling upon us to discard other 
talk confirms by implication that it ought sw to be dise 
carded (Acta avecanat). As the Saguna is “Агул and 
the Nirguna їн akepa" it follows that the Atman contem- 
plated here as the one to be perceived in the visayavakya 
i none but the Supreme Brahman, As this Brahman is 
squarely denoted by the word "Atman? in the Bruti, it is 
established beyond doubt that it is expressible (vacya) by 
the term Atman, “‘Brahman’’, ete., directly without 
recourse 10 Lakgand, 


THE MERGER OF THE INFINITE 
IN ITS OWN BEING 


The Brhadüragya Sruti (V-1-1) speaks of the Supreme 
as Pürna [infinite) and its Avatir forma being merged 
in its own Being (and remaining "hidden'' as it were!5,) 
This i$ conclusive evidence of it absolute infinitude, 
The Saguga Brahman ef the opponent is incapable of merging in 
15, See Násadiya Sükta : 

amrai аага (75, E. )— (in Mahapralaya) 
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ds ant being, It has to he merged, if at all, only in the 
Mirgugal^. This Sruti is thus obviously hostile to the 
theory of a Saguna Brahman which is by hypothesis, 
limited or sulfused by Maya. Hut that which is liable to 
limitation or sulfusion by Maya can sever be said to be 
"Pirna" in the true and full sense of the term, ‘That is 
the glaring defect in the opponent's position, 
s Hebe: verf ечат WAG? (A.V.) 

As the Supreme Brahman and ве! the Saguna-Brahman of 
the opponent's creation is the object of knowledge of its 
greatness as established in the Brutis, it stands to reason 
that it must be expressed and expressible by the words and 


atatements made about it in the Sruti. This means it must be 
Ёйсуа and not Laksya only as the opponent would have it, 


THE SUPREME TRANSCENDENTAL BRAHMAN IS 
THE VACYA—NOT THE OPPONENT'S “SAGUNA” 


That the ''Mirguna'" {posited by the opponent) із 
verily the one directly spoken of in the Sastra through 
primary connotation of words is crystal clear from the 
famous Sruti of the зала мага (VI-11) : 

Eko desaf загоне итлар 

алага ре rarpabltdntardtnd 

Rarmadkyakras sarvabiitadbipü sas 

Sats сїй kevalo Nirgugatea 
It will be seen that the "Nirguna'" has been described 
by all these distinctive epitheta. What is more to the 
point is that this expression ‘*Nirguna’’ cannot possibly 





Пиерре enar i 
ater aiea єтїї agaa l ['Brahmasiddhi] 





IKSATYADHIKARANAM 279 


refer to the Saguna, It must therefore express the Nirguna, 
in which сазе the Nirguna will become "zacia by the term 
"Mireuna', In that case the contention of the opponent 
that only the Saguna сап be vacya cannot hold water. 


The opponent, as usual, is ready with his plea—lt is 
true that in this Sruti it is the Nirguna Brahman that is 
conveyed by such terms as "Nirguna". But that is also 
by Latina only, How does that make (our) Nirguna 
Brahman '"pücya" ? But we have already made it clear that 
Laksanávrtti can operate emi thro’ the medium of the 
vdeyarthe and its observed incompatibility in the given 
instance, As the escyGriha as such cannot altogether be 
dispensed with in any case of Lakgan&, there must be some 
expressed referent of the word Nirguga itself, It cannot be 
Saguna, аз it would be self-contradictory to speak of the 
“Saguna” as the expressed meaning of '""Nirguga". In 
that case, the барца will have the attribute of Nirguna- 
tvam, which will again be selfcontradictary- 


The opponent now turns round to argue: there is of 
course some entity which is expressed by the term "Nirguna', 
But it is that being mhich is qualified by Mw absence of aU atiri- 
butes, This will set deprive the "INirguga" of its intrinsic 
"Mirgugatva'', consisting in being qualified by the 
absence of all attributes итаат ран. This bare 
essence (nireikalpatsarkpandtrem) of Brahman is taken 
to be Ainted af fupaleks уа) by the vlcyürtha that Brahman 
is qualified by the utter absence of all attributes. 
To explain a little more clearly—The Nirguga entity is only 
one. It is the subtlest form of "being", Tt becomes a 
little expanded by the adjunct of absence of various 
attributes of a negative character {auch as isolation from 
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ünreality, ignorance and sorrow} ta start with, With 
more positive attributes such as omniscience, authorship af 
the universe, etc, superimposed on it, it becomes morc and 
more expanded, The same principle is to be understood 
with reference to the Nirgupa in respect of the application 
of terms like "Pürna" (infinite). 


In reply to this rigmarole of the opponent, the Acárya 
says that the opponent would do well to remember what has 
already been said by the Siddhantin, in refutation of this 
familiar plea. It will not carry him very far. For, even 
asupposing that the Suddha-Brahman is only Ainfed at 
бирак yam] thro’ the medium of the expressed sense of being 
qualified ky the absence af all abfribater, we have to point out 
that in that case also, the word that stands for the ‘Laksya’ 
(leks yapedem) will have to be accepted as expressly 
referring to Brahman thro’ denotative power, That would 
only confirm its sdcyafea (being directly expressible}. 


The opponent peraists—that according ta him 
Brahman is equally Laksya dy the werd which Aimi at the 
акт уа, Itis not expressed by it. 


We have already made it clear that all this hide and 
seek argument of Lakgana without full-blooded осуда 
thra’ '' Facanaspiti "" (expressive power of words) will only 
lead to й regressus ad infinitum from which the opponent сап 
never extricate himself, 


Further, ifthe Nirguna Brahman is again Lakgya een 
dy the statement that it is only Laksya by the term Nirguna, 
one will have to answer the question as to what can be 
thet which is expressed or denoted by it, Jt saunas fait 
eutiide (he Арата Draiman. If it is ultimately the Nirguna 
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alone so designated, it will displace the word ‘Laksya’, 
If it is the Suddha-Brahman that is the sacra ог expressed 
by the werds: ^" Brahman i only Laksya by the term 
Nirguna "—Laksana will at last he buried ative. 


Unmasking the mask of Laksanas даһие, the naked 
truth will be that—ithat whatever ia proclaimed as Brahman 
in the Sastra, in the last analysis, all of them are Brahman 
as such, bearing the name of Brahman, Atman and the 
like, So much so that our opponent will have to be 
profusely complimented upon his wonderful way of 
expounding the Brahmaváda of the Upanisad: As the 


saying goes Viduiam палаи sdcyam. | 


REFUTATION OF SANKARA'S INTERPRETATION 
OF IKSATYADHIEARANAM AS DIRECTED 
AGAINST SANKHYA-PRAKHRETI 


By way of reinforcement of his interpretation of the 
present adivtarana, the Acdrya next turns his attention to 
refute its mis-interpretation by the Advaitavadin, 


In Sahkara's Вһазуа this adhi, has been treated as а 
refutation of the claims of Mila = (Jada) - Prakrü to be the 
source of the world, instead of the Vedantic Brahman. 
The whole refutation turns on the premise that the Sinkhya 
Prakrti has no place in the Vedic scriptural tradition, It 
is midan ", has no йшй stand in the Srutis, 


The Sankarite adhikarana-darira is built up as 
[ollows : In the preceding Gd. it was stated that 
Brahman, the omniscient all-powerful Being, is the sole 
cause of the origin, continued existence and dissolution of 
the world and knowable аз auch from the Vedanta, 
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As against this the S&nkhya philosophers contend 
that all those Sruti texts such as "Being alone existed in 
the beginning’? (Chae Dp. VI-2-1) which had been cited in 
support of Brahman's causality teach in reality that only 
the insentient Pradkdna—or Prakrti composed of its three 
strands (of reflec, rejas and damogunas) is the cause of the 
world, Their argument in brief is like this—The Vedáantic 
Brahman is devoid of the powers of knowing and acting, 
For the possession of knowledge and activity by a Being 
can only be inferred on the basis of conerete evidence of 
their reaulta, The ‘pure-consciousneas’ of Atman accepted 
by these Vedantins cannot be said to have any knowledge 
or activity —as the Cidatmiá is nontransforming in its 
nature and is always one (undivided), As there is nothing 
to prevent the presence or occurrence of knowledge and 
activity in Pradhiina, which is adapted to transformation 
(ierindma) йу панге, it is proper to maintain that it is this 
Pradhana [Prakrti] which has been spoken of as the 
Jagaikirana in such Bruti texts as 


Sad eva somya idamagra dst (Chan, Up, VI-2-0) 


The refutation of this Sankhya view is expressed by 
the Stitra—lhyeter na alabdam. The meaning of the Sūtra 
is—It is not possible to take it that the Vedintavakyas 
recognise the insentient Pradhinam set up by the Sankhya as 
the cause of the world ; for this Pradhana is foreign ta the 
Srutis (agabdam) because the Srutis speak of the Jagatkarana 
as а perceiving one (тре in initiating the creation, in 
passages like— '"It perceived! and thought to itself. Let me 
become many, and be born" (Chan. Up, VI-3). It created 
Tejas (VI-31, It percetoed and created the worlds (Ait, 
Up. 1-1-1]. He saw—He created Prina and so on 





IESATYADHIKARANAM 283 


[Prainz VI-3). The insentient (non-intelligent) Pradhaina 
cannot be perceiver (ikpitr]. But this act of secing has to 
be understood in a figurative sense ав it js referred to in 
the midst of passages attributing the power of seeing ta 
non-intelligent principles like Tejas, waters, ete., in— the 
Tejas saw, the Waters perceived (Chan. Up, VI-2-9-4) 
which are obviously intended to be taken in their figura- 
tive sense. In the same manner, when Pradhdama is about 
to transform itself at the rime of creation, it may, by way 
of a mode of speaking (ufecdra), be said to be "seeing" — 
just as when the embankment of a river i$ about to fall 
apart, we say the embankment is thinking of collapsing 
and is wishing to disintegrate (Хает pipatisafi) as il it 
were sentient. This argument of Sdmkhya that the 
itienam, the act of seeing attributes to Pradhina may be 
treated as ganga (metaphorical) is rejected by the Sūtra : 
Gaunasceina dimuafabdat, It points out that unlike in respect 
of Apah and Tejas, the act of perceiving cannot be treated 
às metaphorical because of the use of the term ama’ in 
respect of them, as we find in the text "the waters thought 
with this my own self, the Jiva-Stman I shall enter them 
and figure out name and form (Chan, Up, VI-1-2). But 
in the case of Tradhana; the Jiva-Cetana cannot be spoken 
with propriety as the Atma (own self of the unintelligent 
Pradhana. } 


However, in the same context of the Sadvidys of the 
Chan, Up. (VI, 11] there occurs the statement * Tat tvam 
азі? (You are that}. If the ' Sat" referred to as “Sad eveda- 
magra 810°, in the Visayavakya of the Sūtra ii, 5 were 
the unintelligent Ргайһйпа, as contended by the Samkhya, 
how could this ** Sat '’—Pradhana, be taught to Svetaketu 
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as hia own Atman, in ‘ба &tmá tat tvam азі Svetaketo 7’, 
It cannot be explained that the non-intelligent Pradhana, 
because it does everything (for others) can be figuratively 
poken of as one's Self, just as a King speaks of his 
Personal Assistant who does everything fot him as 
"Bhadrasena is my own sell", This is rejected by the next 
Инга “Tannigthasya moksopadesát'. Pradhama cannot be 
he base of pround of application of the term Atman of 
jvetaketu who is told that his Moksa is not far off, 
hat it will be delayed only till his body falls off alter 
"nlightenment, (WI, 14, 2). We cannot imagine how 
teadfast devotion to an unintelligent: principle like 
Pradhüna сап lead to Мо а, The Sainkhya may say— 
conceding that only B, is intended to be made known 
"fir ратро) as t Sat t itis so subtle im its essence and nature, 
Svetaketu may not be able to grasp it at the very outset, So 
"radh&na being very close to B. and gross enough has been 
jut up before him as a pointer, just as the bride who is 
o be shown the Arundhati star inthe Vedic marriage ritual 
a shown a bigger star near it as the other one is not easily 
faible, This is refuted by the next Sūtra Jeyatedracandceg, 
Tor in that case, the teacher would have taken care to 
lighten his son that this Pradh&na is not the Atman. 
jut he has done nothing of the kind, бо this explanation 
vill not do just as the brighter star is not Arundhati, 


The particle ‘ca’ in the Sūtra refers to the additional 
liffigulties of explaining satisfactorily the thesis of the 
mowledge of the ‘all’ (the many] by knowing the one 
Exaotjiinena sarvavijidnam), if Pradhana is to be identified 
vith the primordial ‘Sat. The next Sütra Svipyayat is 
qually unfavorable to the Sankhya, For in the Chin, Up. 
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referring to the Sat, it issaid that during deep sleep one 
merges in his own aelf (vi, 8, 1], It is inconceivable that 
in Susüpti and Laya the Self which is Cetana is merged in 
an insentient principle like Pradhüna So, Pradhana 
cannot be equated with the Sat in the Sadvidya, The 
Sitra Galisamdeyal makes it clear that one may concede 
lksápa to inanimate Prakyti being the source of the world, 
if there ія any mention anywhere in the Srutis about 
Pradhina to the effect, But there is nothing of the sort. 
So long as the understanding of the saving truth is of 
uniform nature, throughout, Pradhana cannot at all be 
accepted as the Jagatkaürapa Lastly, it is explicitly 
stated and heard in the Srutis **He is the cause and Master 
of the lords of the sense-organs, being the All-knowing, 
[svarai Tho’ not transforming in essence Brahman сап 
be the cause and the source of the world thro its ]iüanasakti 
and its Krivasakti, as in the case of the Sun. !* 


REJECTION OF ADVAITA INTERPRETATION 


This interpretation of the adhikarana propounded by 
the Maydivadina is not acceptable, as it does not conform 
to the wording of the Sütras, Just see, What exactly is 
the term алараг, which has been treated as the probana, 
intended ta convey ? Does it signify that Pradhüna is 
outside the pale of worda fiebedgecaram) or not expressible 
by words {fabds-srdcram) or met acceptable to the Vedic 
canon or not acceptable to Vedie tradition as the сне of 
the world ? None of these alternatives can bear scrutiny, 


18. The Sun does not undergo transformation every day it 
energies, Itsenergy is able to illumine the whole world. 
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For the Pürvapaksi—(the Saekhve) does nef certainly 
recognise (his) Prakrti ta be aja^dami in any of the aforesaid 
senses, And it is the first. principle of Logic that in an 
inference, the probans must be acceptable to wA the 
parties to the controversy. aama AEA (М.В,8.В,) 
Nor can it be said that the Sfitrakfra here is refuting the 
Sankhya claim on the basis of the premise which is valid 
according fa Ais oum view. That is also unsustainable. This 
point is going to be established by the Ac&rya fin the 
course of hia commentary on the Prakrtpedhiteragam 
1-4-24-258).1? 


Coming to the alternatives themselves, does the term 
ajatdam, in the first alternative convey that Pradhana is 
non-existent, so far as the Srutia and Smrti are concerned 
or that it is established [only) by other Pramánas than the 
Srutis, In the first case, there is no need to take the 
trouble of adducing the reason : Гелей to substantiate И. 
IF the S&nkhya Prakrti is efabdasm in the sense that it is 
established by some Promdga other then the Send, dt 
cannot [or that reason fall outside the pale of ‘expreasibi- 
lity’. The second alternative of inexpressibility by words 
is overpervasive in the (Nirguga}+Brahman, The third 
and the fourth alternatives court the fallacy of Залу 
візіра or the reason and the predicate being identical 
in sense, Moreover, there is hardly any need to adduce 
a second reason  (ajabdsm] when it atands completely 


19. For a summary of Madhva's criticism of $.'s inter- 
pretation of the Prakrtyadhi, see my SSPC, And Edition, 
Munshiram Manoharlal, New Delhi, Vol. 1, pp. 307-312, It is 
to be noted that according to Sankara, the Sitra 1-1-5 embodies 
two distinct probans ikratef and бараат for different purposes. 
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established by the probans of {ёр that Pradhana 
cannot be the Jagatkirapa. The attribute of Рта 
fof the cause of the world) consists in being endowed with 
the characteristic of “perceiving (Thpamagunayogiteam f. 
Such “гүр” not being intrinsic to the Nirguna 
Brahman, will have to be treated as metaphorical so far as 
Brahman itself is concerned, Since both Brahman and the 
S&nkhya Prakrii will be in the same boat so far as 
tkstirivam goes, there will be no point in protesting too 
much against the Sankhya’s plea of the гра being 
metaphorical, Moreover, it is inappropriate to cite the 
uie of the word ‘Atman’ as evidence of Braliman's уо 
so far aa the Siddhánta is concerned, without any attempt 
at showing that its acceptance in the Siddhünta is set open 
to апу such obstacle as faces the Sinkhya {in ascribing 
грее to Jada Prakrti}. The opponent cannot set aside 
this objection on the ground that as the Sankhya has 
appealed to the fact of 0га of Sat (Brahman) having 
been mentioned abreast of other such references to гна 
in respect of Tejas and the Waters {which are insentient] 
and that therefore the Siddhantin is obliged to adduce the 
use of the word Atman in the contexts mentioned by him 
to explain that there is no conflict with Priyapajha—as 
supposed by the Sinkhya, This fails to carry conviction 
because the [Sankhya philosopher also must be knowing 
that) Tejas aud Apah etc, as mentioned in the Chan, Up, 
text (supposed to be relied upon by him] have also been 
designated. as 'Devatas'" in the Sruti itself and as such 
accepted as sentient beings. 

Coming to the next Sütra Tagni;thasya mokropadesat, it 
needs to be clarified as to. what exactly is the incompati- 
bility of Moksopade£a so far as the Sànkhya is concerned. 
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Isitthe incompatibility of the teaching about attaining 
oneness with Pradhauna or the unsustainability of one who 
has known the true nature of Prakrti getting released from 
bondage? The incompatibility is no less, for the Brahma- 
т їп [ Advaitin] as we have already established that the 
Jivatman can never hope to attain Brahmanhood, The 
second is untenable, For the knowledge of what is not— 
Atman is essential for arriving at a sound discriminating 
knowledge of the Atman from all that is netApnen, 


The interpretation of the Sūtra AMeyafra-avacandera 1% 
also open ta question, When it is asked why the use of 
the word Atman in the passage ‘Anena Jtvena Almond...” 
cannol be taken in a metaphorical sense by the Sankhya, 
the Siddhantin is naturally expected to rebut it by showing 
that there is na obstacle to its being understood in the 
primary sense, His going on an excursion about the «10016 
Апын nyaya to introduce the Боца Heyateasanacendeca is 
completely érrefesaut as the Sankhya philosopher is a 
confirmed Nirigvaravadi {atheist} who will sof care to 
admit that instruction about Pradhana із necessary. for the 
attainment of Brahman, Nothing more irrelevant can be 
imagined, That apart, the argument that there i$ no 
reference or indication that knowledge of Atman is to be 
discarded (heyata apacandt) is also over-pervadive. For 
as interpreted by Sankara, tho’ the Annamaya, Pranamaya, 
etc, mentioned in the Tait, Op, are not-Brahman, there 
is no express direction that they are to be discarded, It 
cannot be said that the fresh instruction about Pranamaya, 
Manomaya, elc i suecesstan ds proof of that and that 
therefore ‘Aevaipa’ is predicable of the Prakrti while the 
‘heyatva’ of Brahman is net so, But it may be pointed 
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out that il one cares to look closely at the wording of the 
Sadvidya-Prakarana one may easily find auch indications, 
if he wants to, in the wording of the preamble ta the 
successive Upadesas of Uddalaka, similar to the ones found 
in the Annamaya Prünamaya sections, to meet Svetaketu's 
expectation to be enlightened further and further (Chin. Un. 
vi, 7-12], Hence, the argument can eut both ways, The 
other argument of Sankara that the promissory statement 
about Воо еа SareavtiRünam is realised only in Brahma- 
vida and is belied in the Pradhanuakaranavüda is also 
unsustainable. For, in Sankhya philosophy, Pradhana 
shares the nature of all that exists, as everything that exists 
is its transformation, If it is objected that, notwith- 
standing that, the world of enjoying selves is mot a 
transformation of Pradhana, we may be allowed to point 
out that even so, the Advaita Brahman is neither the 
transforming cause of Matter nor of the selves, This 
disposes of the interpretation put on the Sütra ойдуу, 
аз there is no merger, even fram the Advaita standpoint, 
of the soul in Sugupti or Laya (Sec 5,B,8,B, i-3-42], Mere 
encirclement [parissatgm) is predicable of Pradhana also. 
Saükara's interpretation of the Siitra Gofisdmdeyar that 
everywhere in all the Srutis there is uniform acceptance of 
creation by a sentient being is naturally unacceptable to 
the Sánkhya, If that is to be established to the satisfaction 
of the Bünkhya, on the basis of Гара and other grounds, 
the present. Sütra to establish the same point will he 
redundant. The interpretation of the next Sūtra ТЕЕ 
as given һу Satkara is rendered equally redundant by 
Galtsaminydl, which precedes it, 


Ag 
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PRIORITY OF BRAHMANS VACOYATVASANLARTHANA 
OVER REFUTATION OF SANEHYA-PRAKRETI'S 
JAGATEARANATVA 

Concluding his refutation of the Advaitic interpret- 
ation of the adtitarare, the Асагуа points out low 


aren) olen sear fit | 
Sate BAL, ЯКИ 9015899: P (4LE.) 


the establishment of Vacyatva of Brahman is entitled to 
tap priarity, after the formulation of the thesis of Samanvaya 
of the entirety of Sastra in Brahman, in principle and as a 
matter of absolute neceasity, after i, |, 4, 


To explain —Alter it has been unequivocally laid 
down that the entire Sastra is to be primarily attuned to 
Brahman, dof the thesis of Brahman's being accessible to 
sabdapramaga (Sastra} through the fullest and the highest 
primary denotation «ed the refutetion of the Sankhya 
doctrine that Pradhana, the unintelligent principle, and 
sab the sentient Brahman is the cause of the world— 
are entitled to be taken up, For there can be no 
Samanvaya of Sastra in Brahman in the absence of both, 
SHE, of the Pico dire, the establishment of Bralman' s expres- 
ibility by the words and statements of the Sastra deserves 
and is entitled to priority of treatment—ret the refutation 
of the contention of the Sankhya philosophy that Acetana 
Prakrti (Pradhana) alone is the sole independent cause of 
the universe, The refutation of the Sankhya contention is 
going to de made under the Sūtra тагалау ебат 
[1-3-13) and others (in the Samayapáda]. (II-2.1-4) 


There is no need to ask why the issue of Brahman's 
expressibility by Sabda is to be tackled first on a priority 
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basis, The answer is crystal clear—that in the absence of 
itand if Brahman should be utterly beyond the pale of 
expressibility, the very move to establish such a Samanvaya 
of Sastra in Brahman would be unthinkable, untenable. 
The other question of the inquiry into and Samanvaya of 
Passages relating to the Authorship of the universe will 
have ta be shelved and put on the waiting list. For in the 
absence of the refutation of ihe Sankhya opposition to 
Brahman's Jagatkaranatva only the Samanvaya of the 
Srutis dealing with the creation, maintenance and dig- 
solution of the universe, in Brahman will remain frustrated 
and intractable to Samanvaya, Therefore, it will be seen 
that there cay Be scope for launching an inquiry Into special 
types of passages such as the Sretivakyas, only, efter the ау 
йар been cleared for Samamsayo proper hy the categorical 
establishment of the Vscyatva of Brahman by aff the words 
ind passages of the entire Sastra in the highest and fullest 
ximatry meanings of those words, including the creation 
texta, 
LAKSANIKA SAMANVAYA—NOT ACCEPTABLE 
TO SCTRAKARA 

In the present section the Acirya establishes that not 
only isthe Samanvaya of Sastra in a Nirgupa-Brahman 
logical but that the so-called Nirguna is itself a myth. 
ts existence is not open to any Pramága for the avowed 
eason that itis unknowable. To explain—it is not open 
o Sabdapramana as it is wanting in expressibilitv, suggesti- 
(liy or resemblance to anything clic, Being formless, 
L is not open to perception, Uneonnected with any 
ther marks of import, itis uninferable, Ваг ean it not 
Xe that tho’ not amenable to any Pramana it stands estake 
ished by selt-luminosity (seapretasata) ? 
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The Acürya is quick to point out that, be that as il 
may, it has no release to the pursuit of an elaborate theme 
of the Samanvaya of Sastra in Brahman and as suck it has 
to he kept out of bounds of the Samanvayadhyaya, with 
which we are concerned here and now If the Nirguna 
Brahman is the subject of Samanvaya of Sastra and there- 
fore Saiiravisaya, it will forfeit its ардаа на. For, 
according ta the Mayavadins what is meant by ‘Svapraka- 
satva’ is “being excluded from all other lights’ (Баана 
араан, Such being the case, the Advaita philosopher 
cannot eat the cake and yet have it, at the same time, 
Brahman is "BSastrayani", according to the Sütrakara, 
which according to Sankara also is бала охааа алуа, 
in his second interpretation of the Sūtra, IT the Monist 
sincerely wishes to admit that Brahman exirtr, he must also 
admit that it is the theme of the Sastra. He must, there. 
fore, choose between the two—Svaprakfgatya (aa де defines 
it) and Sastravisayatva (being the theme of банта). Неге 
the Асйгуа confronts the Мауйуййїп with blowing hot 
and cold, The latter defines Brahman's Syaprakadatva as 
nel being the àsraya (abode) of an awareness (iphuranam ) 
generated by the denotative capacity of the words of 
Sdatra or being its objective content. But this cannot carry 


EY 


20. The Siddhántin also accepts B.'s Svaprakàéatva, But 
hia conception of it i$ different from the Advattin’a in that B. is 
not only Svaprakása in theory but із always aware and conscious 
of itt being se always by its own eternal power, ar rraprakdfa. 
Apart from this, this very Svaprakadatva of B. is made known 
to ws by the Büstra, agreeable and proportionate to gur 
misure and limited power af comprehension, In this, the SAstra 
playa a positive role and not merely a negative one, as in the 
Advaita, 





! 
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him far. The ' awareness" referred to here cannot be 
what the Mimümsakas call ‘‘the cognisedness" of the 
object (агау produced in the abject as there is no need 
for any such intermediary by which the knowledge 
produced is to be inferred, as they maintain, Tt is within 
the competence of ]йїпа to directly cognise the object as 
its content. So then if strana has to be accepted as 
knowledge proper, objectivity to knowledge penerated by 
the denotative power of words cannot be denied in respect 
of Brahman, Тһе attempted definition of Svaprakasatva 
in terms oof VFacanajsnyarphuramsirayaidyd fatkarmatara va 
sacanapirayaledblasol sveprataioia has therefore to be given 
up. Objectivity to a mental modification called Уг by 
the denotative capacity of words is the same as objectivity 
to knowledge as the yrtti ja mof something other than 
knowledge. 


There is thus bound to be self-contradiction in 
accepting Sraprakgisia and Sürtrayomites, во far as the 
Mayavadin is concerned, 


His insistence on clinging do bolk or his mem terns, by 
talking of Масуаіуа and Avdeyatva in the same breath 
cannot pass muster, If Brahman’s. Узара аа and its 
Sastraikavedyatea are both to be sustained, it can only be 
done with reference to one and the seme Bradman, on the 
lines adumbrated by the Acirya, 


МО NEED TO ОРТ FOR LAKSANA TO PREVENT 
BOTH SRUTI AND SUTRAS BECOMING NIRVISAYA 


The Advaitin makes one more bid to fight a last ditch 
battle, He argues—It is necessary to keep the Srutis and 
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the Sütras in unison in the interest of their organic 
relationship as means and modis gferand!. The Srutis, as 
amply borne out by the marks of purport of ufekrama cte,, 
depict B. as Nirguna and as such they do not admit of any 
other interpretation. It follows then that the Siiras 
devoted to their logical exposition must also conform to 
the same position, So, it becomes incumbent on our part 
to substantiate soneton that both of them have the Nirguna 
Brahman as their theme and go the same way, Otherwise, 
both will lore their validity as there will be no common ground ur 
subject malier betieeen them, 

The Acarya dashes the lingering hope of the Мйуй- 
vüdin to ave hia Nirguna Brahman by this ingenious excuse 
Lo give free play to ZaEraganrit! in. Samanvaya, in utter 
disregard of the Sastra’s voicing forth the majeaty of 
Brahman and its infinite perlections with full throat : 


arenas ЫЕ Was HAL 

eek aaa ШШЕ, атая frim ? 

a4 Sea Beate [ups] (AP) 
masa faeere fen (чачат, ) 
PTA: 1 Ч (AG) 


There is no need therefore to declare that Sastra 
is committed to a Nirguna Brahman, in order to prevent 
the Srucis and Sütras from the aupposed danger of their 
being deprived of a common ground and aim. They сап 
be assured of such a viable common ground with the 
acceptance of Brahman as Бада in the sense of being 
intrinsically endowed with infinite attributes, There is no 
dearth of marks of import in this direction. It is evident 
from such texts as Fate vd ioni PARARE jante [ Taiti, Up.ii) 
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that the Srutis are committed to the acceptance of One 
Supreme Being as the direct source of the origin, continued 
existence, dissolution etc., of the universe and as bearing 
the name of ‘Narayana’, the highest primary object of 
spiritual knowledge and its goal and as such, endowed with 
the various attributes signified by the words of the Srutis. 
It is nat to be supposed that the contradiction we have 
pointed out, in accepting the view that a Supreme Being 
which is absolutely outside the pale of any means of proof 
(including the Sastra) is still the subject matter of the 
entire Sastra, is motivated by Fault-finding, which is prone 
to find faulis even where none exists. Far from it. The 
contradictions we have pointed out are so glaring and loom 
so large ав to be seen even by the moat superficial obaerver. 


CONCLUSION 


It should thus be clear that as no Samantara af Sastre 
har Bem amsisaped by the Sruti and the Sütraküra in a 
Nirguna-Brahman, it follows automatically that the opening 
біта of the present айтан is designed to substantiate 
Brahman's Wicyatva as endowed with all perfectioni and 
free from all limitations—directly by esery word and syllable 
af ihe Srugis, de the fullest primary sense of the words and that 
itis лаў intended to be a refutation of the world's Author- 
ship by Prakrti. 


PURPOSE OF REFUTATION OF APAVYARHYANA 
OF THE ADHIKARANA 
Replying to a point of order raised by an apologist of 
the opponent that ifthe refutation of the Sankhya doctrine 
that Prakrti (and not Brahman) is the Jagatkaranam given 
hy Sankara as the interpretation of the Iksatyadhikarana is 
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contextually unwarranted, how is the Siddhantin's own 
elaborate refutation of Safkara’s interpretation of the 
adhikarapa any the lesa unwarranted,—as an interpretation 
of the said азаға, the Acarya explains—(hur criticism 
of the Advaita interpretation of this adtitarana in such 
detail, is intended to be an eye-opener to the unwary and 
to educate our own disciples and put them on their guard 
against being taken in and misled by the blandishmenta of 
the plausible interpretations of the other school; For, it is 
only when the merits and the demerits of conflicting 
interpretations are brought home to them that they will be 
able to discriminate between them and take to our inter- 
pretation with zeat and conviction and enter проп а werth+ 
while pursuit of Brahmavic&ra, with the help of the 
Brahma Mimümsá Sasra, with a clear vision, 


Thus, even tho’ our critique of Satkara’s interpret- 
ation of this adi. js nef the direct interpretation of the 
adhikarana as such, it is sure to be helpful in arriving at à 
correct appraisal of what the purport of the adhikarana 
should be—even as examples and counter-examples of 
forms and usages provided in the works of Vyskarana and 
other Sastras are meant for guidance. 


HOW TO CONSTRUE (SEEMINGLY) 
AVACYATVA-SRUTIS 


One more question is answered before closing. If 
Brahman is necessarily veye (expressed) by the words of 
the Scriptures, what is the meaning of inany other texts we 
meet with therein, which tell us that it is beyond the pale 
of thought and word? The Ácarya answers the question, 
in the words of one of the Srutia themselves— 
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HAEATA Ta жааан ж | 
sarge ед heb mu^ | 
yai aRts ян ЩЙ || 


“The Рана Srni says; Brahman is termed ‘inexpressible’ 
in the sense that it is unsurpassably wonderful by virtue af 
the infinitude of its attributes, It is the uncommon that 
excites wonder. Surely a thing of infinite perfections 1s 
nat common experience. The wonderful, expressed by 
зоте words conveys only a faint idea of what is meant, 
These words are not able to name and identify all its 
wonderful features in all their distinctive nuances. When 
one is face to face with that Moat Wonderful Being; mind 
and speech are struck dumb, — It is in this sense that it is 
said to be inexpressible (in all its fulness), As this mode 
of speech is recognised in crystallised usage; there is no 
question of purpose in one's resorting to it where necessary, 
It is what goes by the name of ri@helatyana one of the 
varieties of Ledksaderits recognised by Sastrakaras and 
mentioned by Mammata in his Adepapratdia (1-19). 


It is thus fully established that the Jijiasya-Brahman 
is wef “Nirguna’ but has its own characteristics and intrinsic 
attributes and is the one defined in the second Siitra as 
Jaga]janmadikárana thro’ the direct Samanvaya of Sastra. 


HERE CONCLUDES THE [KSATYADHIKARANAM 


j) References to à Peigi Loaiad andor Ран Rabati. 
Bráhmasa ace to be found in S.'a ДЕЛ also. (1.3.7 and 1.2.4}: 
They are got extant. 
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